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Many high-profile reports of sexual assault have been connected to university athletic 
programs. Furthermore, athletes are perceived as leaders on campus. Consequently, not only 
should athletic programs be targeted, university athletes are well placed to be leaders in sexual 
violence prevention efforts on campus, such as in bystander intervention training (BIT). 
However, there have been few evaluations of BIT with university athletes. Furthermore, research 
has not explored the additional effects of foundational education on BIT. Therefore, the current 
study evaluated an online sexual violence prevention program with university athletes who were 
randomly assigned to one of three groups: (1) a group that received BIT, (2) a group that 
received foundational education plus BIT, and (3) a control group. Participants were surveyed 
over three waves on (1) alcohol and consent knowledge; (2) sexual violence knowledge; (3) 
moral disengagement; (4) rape myth acceptance; (5) consent beliefs and behaviours; and (6) 
bystander intentions. 
It was hypothesized group 2 would have more positive changes than groups 1 and 3 
towards sexual violence prevention. Furthermore, it was expected the relationship between moral 
disengagement and bystander intentions would be moderated by foundational education. At pre-
test, foundational education was a moderator of moral disengagement on bystander attitudes, R2 
= .33, F(7, 63) = 4.48, p < .001 At post-test, group 2 did not have significantly better outcomes 
than groups 1 or 3. However, expected changes were revealed over time for group 1 in moral 
disengagement (U = 50.00, z = -2.02, p = .045, r = -.37) and bystander attitudes (U = 142.50, z = 
2.18, p = .03, r = .40) and for group 2 in alcohol and consent knowledge (U = 2.00, z = -2.921, p 
= .002, r = -.73), positive consent attitudes (U = 48.50, z = 2.39, p = .01, r = .60) and bystander 
attitudes (U = 45.50, z = 2.05, p = .04, r = .51). Group 3 experienced no significant changes 
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across timepoints. Future research should continue exploring the additive effects of foundational 
education on BIT and strategies that can foster participant engagement in online sexual violence 
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Sexual Violence Prevention and University Athletics: Can Foundational Education 
Improve Moral Engagement in Prevention Strategies? 
There has been a substantial increase in the number of sexual assault accounts recently 
reported on news channels, social media platforms (McLaren, 2017), and to the police (Statistics 
Canada, 2018). Statistics Canada (2017) has noted that 41% of all self-reported sexual assaults 
were reported by high school and university students. Moreover, a number of high-profile sexual 
assault reports involve high school and university students connected to athletic programs (e.g., 
Stanford swimmer, St. Michael’s College School’s basketball team, and Florida State University 
quarterback). These programs and athletes have been implicated in behaviours that contribute to 
a campus culture conducive to sexual violence (Baxter, 2018; CBC Sports, 2005; Kilpatrick, 
2015; McLaughlin, 2018). Notably, student-athletes enjoy social capital as they are placed high 
on the social hierarchy and are perceived as leaders on campus (Shavers et al., 2015). 
Consequently, there is an opportunity to both intervene to prevent sexual violence with athletes 
through the provision of sexual violence prevention training and to also harness their social 
capital to counteract campus cultures that support sexual violence (Fuller et al., 2017). Although 
few studies have explored intervention efforts within university athletic programs, the regularity 
of reports of sexual violence, along with the social capital of student-athletes, suggest that 
athletic programs should be a critical area of focus for university sexual violence prevention 
efforts.  
Bystander intervention training (BIT) is a highly-regarded campus sexual violence 
prevention strategy based on the premise that students who are taught prosocial bystander 
behaviours will be more likely to intervene (Banyard, 2008; Katz & Moore, 2013). While BIT 
has been shown to increase bystander behaviour regarding sexual violence, it assumes that 
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students have foundational knowledge relating to sexual violence. Indeed, limited consent 
education is associated with lower prosocial bystander attitudes among university students 
(Thiessen & Buchanan, under review). Moreover, an inadequate comprehension of consent has 
been linked to students’ negative attitudes towards sexual assault survivors, an indicator of rape 
myth acceptance (Demming et al., 2013; Hoxmeier et al., 2016). To date, significant decreases in 
rape myth acceptance have not been revealed in the few studies that have conducted randomized 
controlled trials of BIT in athletic programs (Exner-Cortens & Cummings, 2017; Moynihan et 
al., 2010). Thus, it may be crucial to include foundational education in BIT to decrease rape 
myth acceptance and further promote bystander behaviours. Therefore, I propose investigating 
the effects of providing foundational education with BIT on rape myth acceptance, and bystander 
attitudes and behaviours in a sample of university athletes. 
Literature Review 
 
The Continuum of Sexual Violence  
 
 In this document, the term sexual violence will be used rather than sexual assault. This 
choice was made because the term sexual violence serves as an umbrella term for a range of 
actions. In contrast, sexual assault is a legal term and is limited in the fact that it most often 
refers to overt violence that includes non-consensual sexual touching. Indeed, Stout (1991) 
suggests that there is a continuum of sexually violent actions, which begins with actions that do 
not include physical touch. Stout’s (1991) model moves from more subtle actions like sexist 
language, catcalling, and sexist advertising to overt actions like sexual harassment, abuse, and 
rape. Stout (1991) argues that actions at the start of the continuum (e.g., catcalling) create a 
culture where actions at the end of the continuum (e.g., rape) are more easily justified. 
Consequently, the continuum is important to discuss in intervention efforts so that all of these 
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actions can be highlighted as harmful and as worthy of bystander intervention. This continuum 
approach is also currently used in BIT with university students (McMahon et al., 2015). As such, 
the term sexual violence is used rather than sexual assault in recognition of the continuum of 
actions that are sexually violent and necessary to target in intervention practices. However, 
sexual assault will still be used when discussing studies where researchers explicitly measured 
physical sexual assault but did not measure the range of actions that fall under the term sexual 
violence. 
Bystander Intervention Training 
 
Various forms of sexual violence prevention programming have been implemented on 
college campuses throughout the United States and Canada. At the author’s host institution, 
Bringing in the Bystander® (BITB) is the program used on campus. It was selected because it is 
an evidence-based program and found to be effective in promoting prosocial bystander attitudes 
for men and women. Furthermore, it has been evaluated in a Canadian context (Senn & Forrest, 
2016). The program has two versions (90 minutes and 4 hours), of which the 90-minute version 
is used at this campus and is designed to teach students to recognize risky situations, intervene 
against all actions along the continuum of sexual violence, and to be an ally to survivors through 
effectively responding to disclosures. This program is based on the bystander intervention model, 
which involves teaching prosocial bystander behaviours to encourage self-efficacy and safety 
when intervening in risky situations to prevent sexual violence (Banyard, 2008; Katz & Moore, 
2013). Hastings et al. (2007) defined prosocial behaviour as “proactive and reactive responses to 
the needs of others that serve to promote the well-being of others” (p. 639). These behaviours 
can include protecting another from harm, reacting as a witness to an event, or responding to 
requests for help (Hastings et al., 2007). Bystander training is based on the premise that 
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individuals who are taught appropriate beliefs and behaviours for risky situations will be more 
likely to exhibit prosocial behaviours and therefore have greater intentions to intervene 
(Banyard, 2008). Bystander intervention behaviours against sexual violence can range from 
actions such as voicing one’s disapproval when a rape joke is made to checking in on someone 
who looks intoxicated that is being taken upstairs at a party (Banyard et al., 2014).  
Education on how to intervene in risky situations such as those that potentially lead to 
sexual violence may help to increase individuals’ prosocial bystander behaviours. For example, 
in a study where sorority member women were randomly assigned to receive bystander 
intervention programming or to a control group, women who received bystander intervention 
training showed significantly improved feelings of efficacy in being a prosocial bystander five 
weeks after receiving bystander programming compared to women sorority members who did 
not receive the programming (Moynihan et al., 2011). However, Moynihan et al. (2011) failed to 
measure bystander behaviour so it is not known whether program effects extended beyond 
attitudinal changes. In another quasi-experimental assessment of bystander intervention 
programming that included evaluations conducted in three different waves (i.e., baseline, one-
week post-intervention, and four-month post-intervention), undergraduate students who received 
the programming showed increased bystander efficacy, readiness to intervene, and intent to 
intervene one-week post-intervention that was maintained four months post-intervention (Senn & 
Forrest, 2016). While women had higher mean scores for their intent to intervene with friends, 
there was a substantial increase in mean scores for men on the intent to intervene with both 
friends and strangers. It is important to understand what factors predict existing differences in 
people’s prosocial bystander attitudes and behaviours given that research demonstrates this type 
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of training is effective in fostering individual efficacy to recognize and intervene in risky 
situations that may lead to sexual violence (Moynihan et al., 2011; Senn & Forrest, 2016).  
Identifying predictors of prosocial bystander attitudes and behaviour may further improve 
the effectiveness of bystander training. Several factors have previously been identified as 
predictors for prosocial bystander behaviours. Banyard (2008) surveyed undergraduate students 
about their bystander behaviours and found that greater prosocial bystander behaviours were 
related to being a woman, knowing a survivor of sexual assault, having a greater believed sense 
of community, having lesser rape myth acceptance, having taken a class on sexual violence, and 
having more knowledge about sexual assault. Yet, being a woman was one of the strongest 
predictive factors for actual bystander behaviours suggesting that gender differences may 
influence a bystander’s decision to intervene.  
Indeed, findings of women reporting higher levels of bystander behaviours than men are 
well-documented in the existing research. For example, Nicksa (2016) surveyed college students 
about their willingness to report different types of crime and found that women were more likely 
than men to report all types of crime (i.e., theft, physical assault, and sexual assault). As well, 
Exner and Cummings (2011) surveyed undergraduate students about their bystander attitudes 
and found that men were significantly more likely than women to report that they could not do 
anything to prevent sexual assault. Interestingly, these studies did not reveal differences in 
bystander efficacy between men and women, despite finding significant self-reported sex 
differences on all other measures of prosocial bystander behaviours (Banyard, 2008; Exner & 
Cummings, 2011).  
This research does help to identify various factors that are related to sexual coercion and 
bystander attitudes, beliefs, and behaviours. These factors do seem to include foundational 
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knowledge (e.g., having taken a class on sexual violence and having more knowledge about 
sexual assault; Banyard, 2008). However, this research does not identify what specific topics 
(e.g., consent, BIT, substance use knowledge) regarding individuals’ foundational knowledge is 
associated with both sexually coercive behaviours and prosocial bystander behaviours regarding 
sexual violence. It is important to consider sources of socialization that inform beliefs and 
behaviours regarding sexual relationships that could influence both sexually coercive behaviours 
and prosocial bystander attitudes.  
Athletic Subculture Socialization and Sexual Violence 
 
Just as previous foundational education on sexual violence may be related to the 
development of prosocial bystander behaviours and the inhibition of sexually violent behaviours, 
membership in certain subcultures or groups may also be related to the socialization towards 
prosocial bystander behaviours and sexual strategies. In her cross-cultural review, Sanday (1981) 
identifies three markers of what she terms “rape-prone societies”: the intensity of interpersonal 
violence, low power and authority of women, and greater segregation of men and women. 
Building off of Sanday’s (1981) assessment, Crosset (2016) characterizes men’s university 
athletic programs as upholding these markers of “rape prone societies.” Crosset (2016) asserts 
that “male athletes spend much of their time and energy engaged in a sex-segregated, male-
dominant, and sometimes violent activities…” all of which are indicants of “rape-prone 
societies" (p. 88). The propensity of these markers to be attached to university athletic programs 
suggests that membership in this group may be associated with attitudes supportive of sexual 
coercion and assault. The presence of these markers within athletic programs suggests that this 
group may particularly benefit from directed intervention efforts. Notably, Crosset (2016) did not 
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address women athletes’ role in university athletic programs, which is parallel to much of the 
research on athletic programs and sexual violence where men athletes are the focus.  
Athletics Programs and Sexual Violence 
 Consistent with Crosset’s (2016) assessment of athletic programs being associated with 
indicators of “rape-prone societies,” institutional athletic programs and athletes have been 
associated with the perpetration of sexual violence (Baxter, 2018; CBC Sports, 2005; Kilpatrick, 
2015, McLaughlin, 2018). In addition to media reports featuring high school and university 
athletes’ involvement in sexual violence related allegations, past research also demonstrates that 
athletic participation is associated with sexually coercive attitudes and behaviours. For example, 
Young et al. (2017) found that, in surveying men university students, being an athlete (i.e., 
recreational or intercollegiate) was predictive of sexual coercion, with athletes being 77% more 
likely to report engaging in sexual coercion in comparison to non-athletes. Importantly, the 
authors note that their measure for sexual coercion only asked participants to report coercive 
behaviours against a partner, and consequently, participants may not have reported coercive 
behaviours that occurred with strangers or in casual relationships. Thus, this measure does not 
account for the entirety of sexually coercive behaviours that some participants may have engaged 
in. While Statistics Canada (2017) indicates that the majority of survivors of sexual assault knew 
the perpetrator, still 44% of all self-reported sexual assaults were committed by a stranger. 
Furthermore, it is unclear if similar relationships between harmful sexual behaviours and athletic 
status among women would also be evidenced as this survey did not include women athletes. 
Young and colleagues (2017) also found that athlete men reported more traditional 
gender role attitudes and higher rape myth acceptance than non-athletes. This finding is 
important because traditional gender role attitudes have been linked to the perpetration of sexual 
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aggression. For example, in surveying men university students, Warren et al. (2015) found that 
adherence to masculine gender norms, peer support of abuse, and rape myth acceptance are 
correlated with the perpetration of sexual assault. Likewise, a meta-analysis of athletic 
participation, fraternity membership, and sexual aggression conducted by Murnen and Kohlman 
(2007) revealed that men athletes and fraternity members had significantly higher scores on 
hypermasculinity, rape myth acceptance, and sexual aggression than men not in these groups. 
Importantly, hypermasculinity was the strongest differentiating variable between groups with 
athletes and fraternity members having higher hypermasculinity scores than men not in these 
groups. This evidence suggests that socialization factors within athletic programs may be 
fostering harmful sexual attitudes and behaviours in men suggesting this may be a particularly 
important group for intervention efforts on university campuses. However, it is not clear how 
athletic program membership may be associated with harmful attitudes about sexual violence for 
women athletes as this meta-analysis did not include women athletes. 
In comparison to men athletes, women university athletes’ attitudes, beliefs, and 
behaviours regarding sexual violence have been relatively under-researched. Indeed, men 
athletes are more often named as perpetrators in sexual assault reports than women athletes (e.g., 
Baxter, 2018; CBC Sports, 2005; Kilpatrick, 2015; McLaughlin, 2018). Thus, research 
surrounding sexual violence and athletic programs have singularly targeted men. However, 
women athletes are a vital group in the community of university athletics, and women university 
athletes can also both support and prevent a culture of sexual violence on campus. As women 
athletes are part of the community of university athletics, their role in prevention in the wider-




Athletes as Leaders in Sexual Violence Prevention  
Despite university athletic status being associated with harmful sexual attitudes, 
university athletes may represent untapped potential as highly-visible leaders for bystander 
intervention on campus. For instance, in interviews with athletes (N = 22) where they were asked 
how student-athletes could be involved in working to end violence, participants consistently 
reported that they were respected and viewed as leaders on campus and that this status could be 
leveraged to help change the problem of sexual violence (McMahon & Farmer, 2009). This 
evidence suggests that university athletes occupy leadership roles on campus and may be well-
positioned to contribute to social change on campus. 
 Athletes may even want to contribute to broader social change on their campuses. Fuller 
et al. (2017) asked male university athletes to provide written open-ended responses to questions 
regarding leadership and social change. They identified several themes in the athletes’ responses 
including a drive to lead and positively influence those around them, a desire to leave similar 
positive impacts to the next generation as their mentors left for them, a desire to work with others 
towards a common purpose, and the belief that their leadership would change society in the 
future. Importantly, the male athletes felt that they were a part of communities beyond athletics 
and sought to use their leadership to change their communities.  
 Similar to men athletes’ belief in their leadership skills, women athletes have also 
reported believing they have strong leadership ability. In another study by Fuller et al. (2018), 
wherein women athletes were asked to provide written open-ended responses to leadership-
related questions, women athletes reported their potential for being agents of change that could 
positively affect their communities. Furthermore, they reported their willingness to lead by 
example and their intention to be a unifying force in their communities by challenging 
 
 10 
stereotypes, prejudice, and discrimination. This research suggests that both men and women 
athletes may be especially willing and well-positioned to be leaders of social change within 
campus communities (Fuller et al., 2017, 2018; McMahon & Farmer, 2009). 
Athletics Programs and Sexual Violence Interventions 
Although previous research suggests that university athletes may be especially at risk for 
negative attitudes and behaviours regarding sexual violence, relatively little research has 
explored the efficacy of intervention efforts with this group, and even fewer have explored 
intervention efforts with both men and women athletes. The few studies that have evaluated 
bystander intervention efforts with university athletes show inconsistent effects of bystander 
intervention programming. For example, in their evaluation of Bringing in the Bystander (BITB) 
where university athletes were randomly assigned to either an experimental or control group, 
Moynihan and colleagues (2010) found that athletes who participated in a 4.5-hour session of 
BITB showed greater intentions and confidence towards intervening than the control group. 
However, there were no significant decreases in rape myth acceptance scores and no significant 
increases in actual bystander behaviours from pre-test to post-test for program participants. 
Furthermore, although this evaluation evidenced increased bystander intentions, efficacy, and 
behaviours, it did not measure sexual violence perpetration and victimization rates. Thus, it is not 
known whether BITB reduces instances of sexual violence within university athletics. 
Contrary to the findings of Moynihan and colleagues (2010), an evaluation of the hour-
long bystander intervention program Wingman 101 where male university athletes were 
randomly assigned to either a control or program group revealed significant differences between 
the program and control group on bystander behaviours towards friends. However, there were no 
significant differences between the treatment group and control group on bystander behaviours 
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towards strangers, willingness to help, bystander efficacy, and rape myth acceptance (Exner-
Cortes & Cummings, 2017). Though, due to a small sample size (i.e., 40 participants in the 
treatment group and 40 participants in the control), this study may have had limited ability to 
detect effects of the programming. Exner-Cortes and Cummings (2017) also suggest that the 
length of the program (i.e., 1 hour) may have been too short to produce the desired attitude and 
behaviour changes in participants. Furthermore, inadequate coverage of bystander intervention 
and related foundational education may be associated with lower efficacy of bystander 
intervention programming. 
Ensuring adequate length and covering additional topics relevant to bystander 
intervention may be necessary to improve the effectiveness of bystander intervention 
programming. Indeed, research on a bystander intervention program that included education on 
power, privilege, and oppression, components of consent, and the effects of alcohol consumption 
as it relates to bystander intervention revealed promising results. In Morean and colleagues’ 
(2018) evaluation of the bystander training and alcohol prevention program, Preventing and 
Responding to Sexual Misconduct (PRSM), with men and women student-athletes found 
significant increases in bystander confidence, readiness to help, and bystander behaviours. 
Additionally, they found significant decreases in rape myth acceptance. This evidence suggests 
that including additional topics that are relevant to bystander intervention may be necessary to 
improve the effectiveness of bystander intervention programming. However, this study did not 
include a control group, and therefore, changes in bystander behaviours and rape myth 
acceptance cannot be directly attributed to PRSM. Additionally, Morean et al. (2018) did not 
measure instances of victimization or perpetration, and therefore, it is not clear whether 
programs like PRSM may lead to a reduction in experiences of sexual violence. 
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Qualitative inquiries of BIT with student-athletes also reveal that additional foundational 
education may be necessary to include in BIT. Foubert and Cowell (2004) conducted focus 
groups with male fraternity members and student-athletes after they had participated in the 1-
hour bystander intervention program, The Men’s Program. In this study, participants discussed 
the need for more education on “less violent, more unclear forms of rape and sexual assault” and 
that the program should focus more on the relationship between alcohol and consent (p. 12). 
Similarly, in focus groups where men and women student-athletes were asked questions about 
their bystander intentions and behaviours regarding sexual assault, participants expressed 
concern about false accusations, uncertainty of what constituted sexual assault, and that the 
influence of alcohol made interpreting risky situations more difficult (McMahon & Farmer, 
2009). These findings suggest that participants may need additional foundational knowledge on 
topics related to consent, how alcohol use complicates consent, and sexual violence to coincide 
with BIT. 
Alcohol Use and Sexual Violence 
 
 Alcohol has been implicated in the perpetration of sexual aggression, and athletes may be 
at increased risk for alcohol abuse. In their systematic review on the association between sports 
participation, alcohol-use, and aggression and violence, Sonderlund and colleagues (2014) found 
that of the eleven studies they reviewed, ten indicated a statistically significant association 
between athletic participation, alcohol use, and generalized violence. Consistent with this 
finding, when investigating the association between sexual violence and college party 
subcultures (i.e., fraternities and athletic teams), Boyle and Walker (2016) found that nearly 40% 
of sexual assault survivors that were fraternity and athletic team party attendees had been under 
the influence of alcohol or drugs.   
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In interviewing women (Mage = 24.40, SD = 3.79) about their experiences of sexual 
aggression, Testa and Livingston (1999) found that 42% of the women reported believing that 
alcohol or drugs enabled the assault to take place. Furthermore, 79.3% of the participants felt that 
their assailant’s alcohol use impaired their judgement or behaviour. For example, one participant 
noted that they thought their aggressor was less aware of how they were responding to the 
aggressor’s advances. Not only did the participants feel as though alcohol use negatively affected 
their assailant’s behaviour, but they also felt that their alcohol use negatively impacted their 
judgment and behaviour. For example, participants expressed feelings that they had failed to 
leave dangerous situations because of their drinking and that their ability to resist sexual 
advances were impaired. 
Likewise, in reviewing research on alcohol-related sexual assaults, Abbey (2002) 
concludes that alcohol use is associated with the likelihood of acquaintance sexual assault, where 
alcohol use may enhance pre-existing beliefs regarding sexual behaviour (e.g., feeling led on or 
teased justifies forcing sex) and perception of sexual intent (e.g., accepting a drink is equated to 
interest in having sex). In making recommendations for future research and policy implications, 
Abbey (2002) identifies the need to provide students with specific definitions of sexual assault 
and focus on alcohol as a risk factor for sexual assault to improve sexual violence prevention 
programs. Additionally, Abbey (2002) recommends that programming provide information on 
discussing sex and consent with a partner, especially because alcohol makes it difficult to read 
more subtle signals making obtaining active verbal consent even more vital. Indeed, in surveying 
university students about alcohol use and sexual consent, Jozkowski and Wiersma (2015) found 
that drinking before a recent sexual encounter was associated with weaker feelings of safety, 
comfort, and readiness during their most recent sexual encounter in comparison to those who did 
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not report drinking. This evidence suggests that providing students with foundational education 
on consent may be essential for sexual violence prevention. 
Foundational Education and Sexual Violence Prevention Programs 
 
While foundational education has been incorporated into sexual violence prevention 
education, the evaluation of these programs has not been designed to determine what specific 
program topics have led to positive behaviour changes. For example, the online sexual violence 
prevention program, RealConsent, includes information on consent and communication skills, 
rape myths, the effects of alcohol and drugs, and prosocial behaviours and was found to 
significantly decrease sexual violence perpetration in undergraduate men who participated in 
comparison to an undergraduate men control group (Salazar et al., 2019). This randomized 
controlled trial evaluation of RealConsent identified that legal knowledge of assault, knowledge 
of effective consent for sex, rape myth acceptance, and date rape attitudes mediated the greatest 
proportion of the effect of the program on sexual violence perpetration, suggesting that these 
topics may be essential in sexual violence prevention programming. However, this program was 
only evaluated with undergraduate men, and therefore, mediation effects with undergraduate 
women may be unique. 
 Another in-person sexual violence prevention program that included definitions of sexual 
violence and sexual violence statistics, bystander intervention, consent, and improving 
communication in relationships also identified a decrease in sexual violence victimization among 
undergraduate men and women participants in comparison to controls (Rothman & Silverman, 
2007). However, causality could not be determined due to the use of a quasi-experimental 
design. Despite this limitation, this evidence suggests that foundational education and not just 
BIT may be central to sexual violence prevention.  
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Understanding Consent  
 
Lack of knowledge of consent, in particular, may leave students ill-equipped to navigate 
future sexual relations or recognize non-consensual sexual behaviours to act as a prosocial 
bystander. Consent is defined as an explicit “yes” to sexual activity, and not merely the absence 
of saying “no” (Sexual Assault Services of Saskatchewan [SASS], 2017). Furthermore, consent 
must be coherent, ongoing, and willing (SASS, 2017). This definition means that consent cannot 
be given under the influence of alcohol or drugs and cannot be given under pressure. 
Additionally, consent must be given at each step of intimacy, and previous sexual consent does 
not mean that future sexual consent is granted (SASS, 2017). If students do not learn the 
definition of consent, they may be unable to recognize sexual violence and consequently will not 
act as a prosocial bystander and will possibly be at greater risk of perpetrating or being a victim 
of sexual violence. 
Importantly, sexual violence prevention educators have identified consent education as an 
important topic for prevention. For instance, interviews with rape-prevention educators (N = 12) 
revealed two themes: that consent is vital for sexual violence prevention, and that consent is not 
rape prevention (Beres, 2020). Participants described consent education initiatives as one method 
of reducing sexual violence perpetration and as vital for changing norms around discussing 
consent. While some participants believed teaching individuals about consent would not lead to 
rape prevention (particularly for extreme perpetrators), even these participants acknowledged 
that consent education could help others recognize problematic behaviour and reach out for or 
encourage friends to seek help earlier. Additionally, they reported feeling that consent education 




Indeed, the lack of comprehension of consent is related to negative attitudes towards 
sexual assault victims and lower bystander behaviours. For example, Hoxmeier et al. (2016) 
surveyed undergraduate students about their bystander behaviours and students reported being 
less likely to see those who are intoxicated as victims of sexual assault in comparison to those 
who were not intoxicated. Likewise, Demming et al. (2013) asked first- (n = 16) and fourth year 
(n = 17) women college students to discuss different vignettes of sexual assault scenarios. In the 
sexual assault scenarios that were more ambiguous (i.e., involved alcohol, the absence of a 
verbal “no”), participants rarely identified these scenarios as sexual assault and even blamed the 
victim for putting themselves in a risky situation (Demming et al., 2013).  
Similar to these findings, focus groups with undergraduate men (N = 48) revealed 
harmful beliefs about obtaining sexual consent (Salazar et al., 2017). Participants described 
feeling that consent was implied through a woman’s actions (i.e., being invited back to their 
home), that obtaining consent once meant they had consent in the future, and that being in a 
relationship with the person meant consent was implied. Not only did participants describe 
subscribing to these harmful beliefs about consent, they also relayed using coercive behaviours 
to obtain consent such as continuing to make sexual advances if a person said “no” in a 
flirtatious manner and a rejection meant they should try again, just in case it was not a “real” 
rejection (Salazar et al., 2017).  The reviewed research points to an association between the lack 
of knowledge of consent, victim-blaming behaviours, and lower prosocial bystander behaviours. 
Therefore, it is imperative to consider how the lack of understanding of consent may be related 







 A lack of understanding of sexual consent may make it easier for individuals to morally 
disengage from sexually violent situations. Indeed, moral disengagement was found to be 
positively associated with sexual harassment in a survey of university and working men (Page et 
al., 2016). However, the role of moral disengagement has been largely overlooked in the context 
of sexual violence perpetration and intervention to prevent sexual violence. In their review on the 
cultural and moral dimensions of sexual aggression, Scarpati and Pina (2017) cover five unique 
moral disengagement mechanisms perpetrators may use and apply them to sexual violence: (1) 
reframing (e.g., sexual harassment is not as bad as sexual touching); (2) shifting the blame from 
themselves to the victim (e.g., they were drunk, they did not explicitly say “no”); (3) displacing 
or minimizing their role in the offence by placing their actions onto others; (4) diffusing 
responsibility (e.g., “sharing” the act between a group of people); and (5) dehumanizing their 
victim through characterizing them as lacking positive qualities such as morality or virtue (e.g., 
comparing them to animals or objects). Scarpati and Pina (2017) argue that studying moral 
disengagement mechanisms is a gap in the literature on understanding sexual violence even 
though these mechanisms appear similar to justifications used in victim-blaming and rape myths. 
Indeed, moral disengagement strategies are evident in the justifications of sexually 
violent perpetrators. For example, in investigating anonymous online accounts (N = 68) of sexual 
violence perpetration, participants justified their actions through victim-blaming (e.g., for 
drinking and for not verbally or clearly saying “no”) and objectifying their victims (e.g., 
describing them as sexual objects or toys; Hipp et al., 2017). Moral disengagement strategies 
may also be related to why people do not pro-socially intervene in sexually violent situations; 
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however, research has yet to explore moral disengagement strategies and prosocial intervention 
in sexually violent situations.  
Moral Disengagement and Prosocial Intervention in Bullying Situations 
Although moral disengagement strategies and prosocial intervention in sexually violent 
situations have been relatively unexplored, research has investigated the association between 
moral disengagement and prosocial intervention in bullying situations. This research suggests 
that moral disengagement is associated with prosocial intervention. For instance, in surveying 
young people between the ages of 15 and 20 years old about bystander behaviour in bullying 
situations (i.e., verbal and physical peer victimization), moral sensitivity, and moral 
disengagement, Thornberg and Jungert (2013) found that moral disengagement was positively 
associated with pro-bully behaviour for both men and women participants. Similarly, a survey of 
high school students in Italy between the ages of 16 and 22 (Mage = 18) on prosocial reasoning, 
moral disengagement, and helping behaviour found that moral disengagement was negatively 
associated with the propensity to help in various hypothetical moral dilemma situations (Paciello 
et al., 2013). This research suggests that moral disengagement is related to intervention 
behaviours. 
While individual moral disengagement is negatively associated with prosocial 
intervention in bullying situations, perceptions of peer moral disengagement may also be related 
to intentions to intervene. Indeed, in surveying adolescents on individual and collective moral 
disengagement, peer aggression, defending, and being a passive bystander, Gini et al. (2015) 
found that individual moral disengagement was a predictor of aggressive behaviour and that 
collective moral disengagement was positively related to aggression and defending behaviour. 
Interestingly, this evidence suggests that some youth may resist the pressure to morally 
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disengage and instead may have increased intentions to defend when they see peers’ aggressive 
behaviour. However, this study was correlational and therefore longitudinal research is necessary 
to better understand the temporal relationships between moral disengagement and aggressive 
behaviour. Similarly, in surveying adolescents on moral disengagement, peer group beliefs, and 
bullying and defender roles, Almeida et al. (2010) found that moral disengagement and peer 
group beliefs predicted positive attitudes towards bullying roles. Additionally, moral 
disengagement was negatively associated with attitudes towards defender roles in bullying 
situations, while positive peer beliefs towards defending roles were positively associated with 
defending roles in bullying situations. This evidence suggests that perceptions of peers’ moral 
disengagement are associated with both bullying behaviours and intervention in bullying 
situations.  
Furthermore, if left unprevented, the use of moral disengagement mechanisms may only 
strengthen over time. In a longitudinal study, Doramajian and Bukowski (2015) surveyed 
adolescents (ages 9-13) at three time points over four months on moral disengagement and 
passive bystander behaviour in bullying situations. Results revealed that moral disengagement at 
time one predicted increased passive bystander behaviour in bullying situations at time two, 
which in turn predicted increased moral disengagement at time three (Doramajian & Bukowski, 
2015). This evidence suggests that interventions that target moral disengagement may play an 
especially important role in increasing intentions to intervene in risky situations, at least for 
adolescents.  
Moral Disengagement and Athletes 
While athletic participation and moral disengagement have not yet been studied in 
conjunction with sexual violence perpetration, the use of moral disengagement mechanisms for 
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antisocial behaviour within competitive sports have been identified (Boardley & Kavussanu, 
2009; Boardley & Kavussanu, 2010; Traclet et al., 2011). For instance, moral disengagement 
was found to predict antisocial behaviour in both athletic and university settings in a survey of 
university athletes (Kavussanu et al., 2013). Moreover, university athletes who reported higher 
antisocial behaviours in an athletic context also reported exhibiting these behaviours in a general 
university setting, though to a lesser extent, in comparison to athletes who reported lower 
antisocial behaviours. This finding suggests that university athletes’ behaviours on the playing 
field may transfer to other areas of life, albeit to a lesser extent. Consequently, considering moral 
disengagement mechanisms and situational factors may be useful in explaining the association 
between university athletics, sexual violence perpetration, and bystander intervention. 
Theoretical Framework 
 
 The current study was guided by Bandura’s (1990) Theory of Moral Disengagement and 
Wikstrom’s (2005) Situational Action Theory. The Theory of Moral Disengagement was used to 
help explain how foundational education can be used to reduce sexual violence perpetration and 
increase intervention to prevent sexual violence. Furthermore, Situational Action Theory was 
used to help explain why sexual violence perpetration and bystander behaviours are more or less 
likely to occur within the context of university athletics and university-related settings. See 
Appendix A for a program logic model, which incorporates these theories to describe how 
change was expected to happen for university athlete participants.  
Theory of Moral Disengagement  
While many individuals know that sexual violence is wrong and believe it to be morally 
reprehensible, these individuals still may not act as prosocial bystanders in risky situations that 
could lead to sexual violence and could even be perpetrators of sexual violence. In these 
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instances, self-regulatory mechanisms may not be activated, thereby allowing individuals’ moral 
reactions to be disengaged. Bandura (1990) argues that “self-sanctions can be disengaged by 
reconstruing conduct as serving moral purposes, by obscuring personal agency in detrimental 
activities, by disregarding or misrepresenting the injurious consequences of one’s actions, or by 
blaming and dehumanizing the victims” (p. 161). Indeed, in surveying men on sexual aggression 
and dehumanization towards women, Bevens and Loughnan (2019) found that dehumanization 
was significantly related to rape proclivity and negative attitudes towards survivors of sexual 
violence.  
It is possible that the prevention of dehumanization could be achieved through 
foundational education relating to sexual violence. While research has not explored the reduction 
of moral disengagement relating to sexual violence, there have been evaluations of interventions 
aimed at preventing moral disengagement for other social issues through the use of foundational 
education. For example, providing foundational education has shown promise in an intervention 
aimed at preventing dehumanization related to violent extremism (Aly et al., 2014). This 
intervention aimed to prevent terrorism by providing education on the harmful effects of violent 
extremism, impacts on the victims of violent extremism, and the social impacts of violent 
extremism. As well, this intervention utilized stories of bombing events to facilitate moral 
learning discussions and provided participants with concrete strategies for societies to respond to 
violent extremism. Focus group evaluations of this intervention revealed that the intervention 
engaged participants’ self-sanctions in that they empathized with victims of violent extremism 
(Aly et al., 2014). Furthermore, participants emphasized that group discussions and interactive 
lessons in a supportive intervention environment were valuable for the formation of their moral 
values. Likewise, an evaluation of an intervention aimed at reducing moral disengagement 
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related to antisocial behaviours with adolescents found significant decreases in moral 
justification and moral disagreement towards stealing (Bustamante & Chaux, 2014). This 
intervention emphasized teaching participants to both identify moral disengagement behaviours 
of others and themselves and to create moral engagement strategies to counter moral 
disengagement that they could use in their everyday lives (Bustamante & Chaux, 2014). These 
moral disengagement interventions suggest that both providing foundational information 
regarding social issues and working with participants to create strategies to prevent these social 
issues is important in preventing moral disengagement. 
Foundational education regarding sexual violence may work in similar ways as other 
moral disengagement interventions (Aly et al., 2014; Bustamante & Chaux, 2014) to reduce 
moral disengagement and increase moral engagement when encountering risky situations. For 
example, targeting self-sanctions and following methods of moral disengagement through the 
inclusion of foundational education on sexual consent, effects of alcohol use, and sexual violence 
with BIT may serve to increase the efficacy of this training. For example, similar to the 
intervention by Aly et al. (2014) where foundational education was provided on the harmful 
effects of violent extremism, foundational education relating to sexual violence (i.e., on consent 
and alcohol use) may make it easier for individuals to recognize risky situations and more 
difficult for individuals to shut off their self-sanctions and blame survivors of these situations. 
Furthermore, similar to Aly et al., (2014) and Bustamante and Chaux (2014) where individuals 
also worked through strategies to prevent moral disengagement and counteract social issues, BIT 
also works through sexual violence scenarios to aid participants in forming strategies to 
counteract moral disengagement relating to sexual violence. Targeting moral disengagement in 
this way may make it more difficult for individuals to justify sexually coercive behaviours or to 
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stand by when they encounter a situation that could lead to sexual violence thereby decreasing 
rates of perpetration and increasing prosocial bystander behaviours.  
The impact of foundational education is evidenced in the Program Logic Model (see 
Appendix A), where those student athletes who receive all the modules (i.e., foundational 
education in addition to BIT) are better able to recognize sexual violence and less likely to 
experience moral disengagement. These athletes are therefore better placed to intervene in all 
situations of sexual violence. On the other hand, student athletes who only received BIT will still 
have training to intervene in situations of sexual violence; however, they did not receive 
foundational training and may consequently morally disengage and fail to act in some situations 
that are or could become sexually violent.  
Situational Action Theory  
Sexual violence does not occur within a vacuum, but instead often involves bystanders 
and is more likely to occur in certain environments. Wikstrom (2005) suggests that while crimes 
(like sexual assault) do involve moral rule breaking, they also involve situational factors that 
may or may not make crimes more likely to occur. Therefore, it is crucial to not only consider an 
individual’s moral propensity but also how that propensity may intersect with situational factors. 
Thus, the likelihood of an individual standing by in sexually violent situations or perpetrating 
sexually violent behaviour may be attributed to the stability or change in a person’s morality and 
also the stability or change of the settings or situations that person is a part of. 
University is a time of change for many students, and university settings may be 
particularly conducive to sexual violence. For example, for many university students there is a 
dramatic transition from high school to university life that brings increased physical freedom, 
increased privacy, fewer external pressures preventing sexual behaviour (i.e., parents, religion, 
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and friends), and more openness and freedom over one’s sexuality (Lindgren et al., 2009). As 
well, Canadian universities have been identified by students as environments where using 
alcohol is promoted as part of being social and belonging on campus (Henderson et al., 2018). 
These environments where excessive drinking is accepted and even encouraged have been 
identified as fostering situations where sexual violence is more likely to occur (Lorenz & 
Ullman, 2016). These changes in situational factors experienced by university students may lead 
to more opportunities to engage in sexually violent situations and more exposure to these 
situations, and these factors may even be amplified for university students who are also athletes. 
As previously discussed, there are unique features present within athletic programs that 
are deemed as contributors to “rape-prone societies” (Crosset, 2016; Sanday, 1981). Moreover, 
excessive alcohol use may be particularly prevalent in university athletic programs. A review by 
Sonderlund et al. (2014) on sports participation, alcohol use, and violence found that sports 
teams are at an increased risk for excessive drinking as alcohol use or binge drinking is viewed 
as not only a means of team bonding but also a method of dealing with the pressure of being 
competitive athletes. Additionally, university athletes may have easier access to alcohol as 
university teams are often sponsored by local bars (Sonderlund et al., 2014). Further, there are 
unique situational factors that coincide with being a competitive athlete and a university student 
that may increase the likelihood of experiencing sexual violence as both a bystander and a 
potential perpetrator. These unique situational factors experienced by university athletes need to 
be considered when assessing the effectiveness of intervention strategies. In the Program Logic 
Model (see Appendix A), situational factors are represented at the bottom and have arrows that 
disperse throughout the model to show how situational factors may be related to and potentially 
impact program effects. Another challenging situational factor related to conducting in-person 
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interventions with university athlete samples is their demanding and often rigid schedules (Jolly, 
2008).  
Online Sexual Violence Prevention Interventions  
 
 Online sexual violence prevention interventions may be a suitable alternative to in-person 
programming for student athletes, given that there would be less difficulty in scheduling as each 
individual athlete would be able to complete the intervention in their own free time. As of yet, 
sexual violence prevention program evaluations with student athletes have exclusively focused 
on in-person interventions (Exner-Cortes & Cummings, 2017; Foubert & Cowell, 2004; Morean 
et al. 2018; Moynihan et al. 2010). However, there have been a few evaluations of online sexual 
violence prevention programs with university student samples (Hines & Reed, 2017; Kleinsasser 
et al., 2015; Salazar et al., 2019; Zapp et al., 2018). 
 Similar to in-person interventions, evaluations of online interventions show evidence for 
positive changes in bystander attitudes (Hines & Reed, 2017; Zapp et al., 2018) and behaviours 
(Kleinsasser et al., 2015). For example, in a pre- and post-test evaluation of an online sexual 
violence prevention course that included 80 institutions, Zapp et al. (2018) found significant 
increases in the intention and ability to intervene and significant increases in empathy and victim 
support for the majority of the institutions. However, this evaluation failed to include a control 
group and to measure changes in behaviour. Therefore, it is not known whether attitudinal 
changes were attributable to the intervention or whether the intervention led to changes in 
behaviour. Despite the majority of these evaluations failing to measure behavioural changes, 
these interventions may provide similar results to in-person interventions. Indeed, in an 
evaluation where first-year students were randomly assigned to an online bystander intervention 
program or an in-person program, Hines and Reed (2017) found significant increases in 
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bystander intentions for both groups from pre-to-post-test, but no significant differences between 
groups at a 6-month follow up. This evidence suggests that online interventions may be a useful 
alternative to in-person training.  
The Current Study 
 
Previous research suggests that athletic participation in university is associated with 
sexually coercive attitudes and behaviours (Crosset, 2016; Murnen & Kohlman, 2007; Young et 
al., 2017). This evidence suggests that it may be particularly important to direct sexual violence 
prevention efforts towards this group. Providing interventions in an online format may be a 
particularly suitable method for student athletes considering the challenges related to their 
demanding schedules (Jolly, 2008). While evaluations of online sexual violence prevention 
interventions have not been conducted with student athletes, evaluations of online interventions 
have shown promising results in improving bystander intentions (Hines & Reed, 2017; Zapp et 
al., 2018) and behaviours (Kleinsasser et al., 2015) in university student samples. This evidence 
suggests that online interventions may be a suitable alternative to in-person sexual violence 
prevention programming for student athletes. 
Currently, the few in-person evaluations of BIT with university athletes have shown 
inconsistent evidence that this education can change student attitudes, beliefs, and behaviours 
regarding sexual violence on campus (Exner-Cortens & Cummings, 2017; Moynihan et al., 
2010). Specifically, some evaluations have reported participant changes in bystander intentions 
and confidence, but not behaviours or rape myth acceptance, and others finding changes in 
bystander behaviours towards friends but not strangers, intentions, confidence or rape myth 
acceptance (Exner-Cortens & Cummings, 2017; Moynihan et al., 2010). Because BIT does not 
explicitly address where attitudes that are supportive of sexually violent behaviour originate, 
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students may lack foundational knowledge to becoming an effective prosocial bystander. For 
instance, education on consent, alcohol use, and sexual violence could help to prevent the 
development of attitudes supportive of sexually coercive behaviour and consequently promote 
prosocial bystander behaviours. However, the assumption that program participants already have 
this foundational knowledge related to recognizing sexual violence, understanding sexual 
consent, and understanding how alcohol use complicates consent may result in the inefficacy of 
BIT programming for participants who did not receive this education. Therefore, including this 
education in BIT programming may help to increase its effectiveness. The few sexual violence 
intervention programs that have included foundational education with university students have 
shown promising results (Rothman & Silverman, 2007; Salazar et al., 2019). However, they have 
either failed to include women (Salazar et al., 2019) or a control group (Rothman & Silverman, 
2007). Moreover, the reviewed evaluations failed to measure which program aspects (e.g., 
bystander training or consent education) were associated with reductions in sexual violence. 
Furthermore, these evaluations failed to utilize a theoretical framework to conceptualize changes 
in behaviour regarding sexual violence.  
As of yet, there are no online randomized controlled trials investigating whether 
foundational education on consent, alcohol use, and sexual violence improves the efficacy of 
BIT within university athletics. Furthermore, few studies have examined the efficacy of BIT for 
both university athlete men and women. These gaps in the literature result in two questions: (1) 
Can moral disengagement and situational action theory be used to explain bystander 
behaviours?; and (2) Does foundational education that targets moral disengagement and 
situational factors enhance the efficacy of BIT in increasing prosocial bystander attitudes for 
university athletic program participants?   
 
 28 
To explore this relationship, participants were randomly assigned to one of three groups: 
1) A group that received online BIT; (2) a group that received online foundational education plus 
online BIT; and (3) a control group that received neither online BIT nor online foundational 
education. Participants were surveyed over three waves: pre-test, post-test, and 2-month follow 
up on (1) demographics; (2) alcohol use and consent knowledge (Ward et al., 2012); (3) sexual 
violence knowledge (Frazier & Borgida, 1988); (4) moral disengagement (Bandura et al., 1996); 
(5) rape myth acceptance (Payne et al., 1999); (6) sexual consent beliefs and behaviours 




At pre-test, it was expected that gender differences evident in past research on prosocial 
bystander behaviour would be replicated (Banyard 2008; Burn 2009; Exner & Cummings, 2011; 
Nicksa, 2014; Senn & Forrest, 2016). Thus, it was hypothesized that women would have higher 
prosocial bystander scores than men, regardless of their level of foundational knowledge. 
Additionally, consistent with situational action theory, as alcohol use has also been linked to 
harmful sexual behaviours (Abbey, 2002, Sonderlund et al., 2014; Testa & Livingston, 1999), it 
was hypothesized that those who reported higher drinking frequency and quantity levels would 
evidence higher rates of moral disengagement, and lower bystander scores than those whose 
drinking levels were lower. Furthermore, in line with situational action theory, and because 
younger, early-career students are more likely to be experiencing a life transition bringing 
increased freedoms that have been associated with sexual violence (Henderson et al., 2018; 
Lindgren et al., 2009; Lorenz & Ulman, 2016), it was predicted that younger students in earlier 
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years of their university career would have higher moral disengagement scores, higher drinking 
rates, and lower bystander scores than older, upper-year students.  
Previous research also points to the use of moral disengagement mechanisms in justifying 
sexual violence (Hipp et al., 2017; Page et al., 2016; Scarpati & Pina, 2017). Furthermore, higher 
moral disengagement scores have been associated with lower bystander intentions and 
behaviours in bullying situations and moral dilemmas (Thornberg & Jungert, 2013; Paciello et 
al., 2013). Due to these findings, it was expected that those scoring higher on moral 
disengagement would also report lower bystander scores, while those scoring lower would report 
higher bystander scores.  
As well, previous research on sexual violence prevention programming that included 
foundational education has shown promising results in reducing rape myth acceptance and 
increasing bystander behaviours (Morean et al., 2018). Therefore, it was predicted that above and 
beyond what is accounted for by gender, foundational knowledge (i.e., higher scores on sexual 
violence knowledge and alcohol and consent knowledge) would account for significant variance 
in prosocial bystander scores at pre-test, with having more foundational knowledge predicting 
higher prosocial bystander scores, and having less foundational knowledge predicting lower 
prosocial bystander scores. Furthermore, previous research shows that low comprehension of 
consent is correlated with low prosocial bystander behaviours (Demming et al., 2013; Hoxmeier 
et al., 2016) and higher perpetration of sexual aggression (Warren et al., 2015). Therefore, it was 
predicted that participants who report less foundational education at pre-test would be higher in 
rape myth acceptance and lower in positive sexual consent beliefs and behaviours than 
participants who report having received more foundational education. Additionally, it was 
predicted that moral disengagement scores would be associated with the level of foundational 
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knowledge and education participants have, with those reporting more foundational knowledge 
and education having lower moral disengagement scores than those who reported less. Last, it 
was expected that foundational knowledge would be a moderator of moral disengagement scores 
that would influence bystander scores, where having more foundational knowledge would lead to 
lower moral disengagement scores resulting in higher bystander scores. A summary of pre-test 
hypotheses are provided in Table 1.  
Table 1  
 





• Women ­ bystander attitudes than men 
• Women ­ bystander behaviours than men  
Situational action 
theory  
• ­ drinking levels and frequency related to ­ moral disengagement and 
¯ bystander scores 
• Moral disengagement: Younger and lower-year students > older and 
upper-year students  
• Bystander scores: Younger and lower-year students < older and upper-
year students 
• Drinking levels/frequency: Younger and lower-year students > older 
and upper-year students 
Moral 
disengagement 
• ­ moral disengagement related to ¯ bystander scores 
Foundational 
knowledge  
• Above and beyond what is accounted for by gender, ­ foundational 
knowledge would account for a significant portion of variance in 
bystander scores, with ­ foundational knowledge related to ­ 
bystander scores  
• ¯ foundational knowledge related to  ­ rape myth acceptance and ¯ 
bystander scores 
• Foundational knowledge would be a moderator of moral 
disengagement where ­ foundational knowledge related to ¯ moral 






Research reveals that BIT with university athletes has produced conflicting results in 
reducing rape myth acceptance (Exner-Cortes & Cummings, 2017; Morean et al., 2018; 
Moynihan et al., 2010) and suggests that foundational knowledge is associated with increased 
bystander behaviours (Banyard, 2008; Morean et al., 2018; Thiessen & Buchanan, under 
review). Based on these findings, it was predicted that students who participated in either online 
BIT (group 1) and online BIT that included additional foundational education (group 2) would 
evidence significantly higher bystander and consent belief and behaviours scores and their rape 
myth acceptance would be significantly lower than scores of participants who received no 
education (group 3) post-intervention. However, group 2 would have a significantly greater 
decrease in rape myth acceptance, and increase in bystander and consent belief and behaviour 
scores post-intervention than groups 1 and 3. Furthermore, group 2 would have significantly 
lower scores on rape myth acceptance, and higher bystander and consent belief and behaviours 
scores two-months post-intervention than groups 1 and 3. Additionally, it was expected that 
those who receive online sexual violence prevention training (i.e., groups 1 and 2) would 
evidence a decrease in moral disengagement scores, with those in group 2 showing the largest 
decrease in moral disengagement. Last, it was predicted that those who receive online sexual 
violence prevention training that includes foundational knowledge (i.e., group 2) would evidence 
an increase in foundational knowledge and that foundational knowledge would be a moderator of 
moral disengagement scores, where higher foundational knowledge lead to lower moral 
disengagement scores resulting in lower sexual violence perpetration scores and higher bystander 





Table 2  
 
Summary of Post-test Hypotheses 
Post-Test Hypotheses 
Group 1 • Group 1 would have ­ bystander scores, ­ consent beliefs and 
behaviours, and ¯ rape myth acceptance than group 3 
• Group 1 > Group 3 in moral disengagement score reduction 
Group 2  • Group 2 would have ­ bystander scores, ­ consent beliefs and 
behaviours, and ¯ rape myth acceptance than group 3 
• Group 2 > Group 1 and Group 3 regarding improvements in bystander 
scores, consent beliefs and behaviours, and rape myth acceptance  
• Group 2 > Group 1 and 3 in moral disengagement score reductions 
• Group 2 ­ in foundational knowledge related to  ¯ moral 
disengagement scores and ­ bystander scores  
Group 3 • Group 3 scores would remain stable across timepoints  
Methods 
Participants 
All student athletes at the university were invited to participate (approximately 380 
student athletes). Of invited student-athletes, 71 student-athletes participated with a mean age of 
20.68 (SD = 2.00). The majority of participants reported that they were women (n = 51), 
followed by men (n = 19), and one participant reported that they were non-binary. The majority 
of participants indicated they were heterosexual (n = 59) and white (n = 58). For a detailed 
summary of participant demographics see Table 3. Participants were randomly assigned to one of 
three groups: (1) a group that received BIT; (2) a group that received foundational education plus 
BIT; and (3) a control group that received neither BIT nor consent training. Participants were 
surveyed over three waves: pre-test, post-test, and 2-month follow up. Participants were 
surveyed on all measures at each time point except for the bystander opportunities and 






Demographic Characteristics of Participants 
 
Characteristics n % 
Gender   
  Woman 51 71.8 
  Man 19 26.8 
  Non-binary 1 1.4 
Sexual Orientation   
  Asexual 3 4.2 
  Bicurious 1 1.4 
  Bisexual 3 4.2 
  Gay 2 2.8 
  Heterosexual 59 83.1 
  Prefer not to answer 3 4.2 
Ethnicity   
  Asian, African  1 1.4 
  African 2 2.8 
  African, Indigenous, Latino/Hispanic, European, White  1 1.4 
  First Nations, Inuit, Métis 1 1.4 
  First Nations, Inuit, Metis, White 1 1.4 
  Caribbean, White 1 1.4 
  European 1 1.4 
  European, White  4 5.6 
  European, Indigenous, White 1 1.4 
 White 58 81.7 
Year of Study   
  First Year 26 36.6 
  Second Year 11 15.5 
  Third Year 16 22.5 
  Fourth Year 8 11.3 
  Fifth Year + 9 12.7 
  Graduate Student  1 1.4 
Residence   
  Suburban community 15 21.1 
  City/urban community 34 47.9 
  Rural community 20 28.2 
  Other 1 1.4 
Political ideology   
  Very liberal 1 1.4 
  Liberal 13 18.3 
  Somewhat liberal 24 33.8 
  Somewhat conservative 20 28.2 
  Conservative 11 15.5 
Religiosity   
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  Very religious/spiritual 5 7.0 
  Quite religious/spiritual 11 15.5 
  Somewhat religious/spiritual 33 46.5 




The survey package for this project included a demographic survey, two items on 
drinking frequency (National Institute of Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism, 2003), and measures 
on: (1) alcohol use and consent knowledge (Ward et al., 2012); (2) sexual violence knowledge 
(Frazier & Borgida, 1988); (3) moral disengagement (Bandura et al., 1996); (4) rape myth 
acceptance (Payne et al., 1999); (5) sexual consent beliefs and behaviours (Humphreys & 
Brousseau, 2010); and (6) bystander intentions, opportunities and behaviours (McMahon et al. 
2014) 
Demographic Survey 
In the demographic survey, participants self-reported their age, gender, ethnicity, sexual 
orientation, athlete status, and year of study (see Appendix B). The demographic measure was 
used to measure these variables to determine how representative the sample is to the population 
of interest. 
Alcohol Use 
Drinking frequency and quantity of consumption were assessed using two items (see 
Appendix B). The first item was, “During the past 3 months, how often did you usually have any 
kind of drink containing alcohol? (by a drink we mean a 12 ounce can, bottle, or glass of beer, a 
5-ounce glass of wine, or one shot of liquor).” The second item was: “Over the past 3 months, on 
how many days did you have four or more drinks containing alcohol?” Participants respond to 
both items by selecting from the following options: never (or less than once a month), 2-3 times 
a month, once a week, twice a week, 3-4 times a week, 5-6 times a week, and every day. These 
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items were used in previous research that evaluated a sexual violence and heavy drinking 
reduction program (Morean et al., 2018), where it was adapted from the National Institute on 
Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (2003) list of recommended alcohol questions. Scores were 
calculated separately for each item, with participants reporting a greater number of days spent 
drinking alcohol representing more problematic alcohol use than those reporting a fewer number 
of days. 
Alcohol Use and Consent Knowledge 
The Alcohol and Sexual Consent Scale (Ward et al., 2012) was used to measure 
participants’ knowledge of consenting to sexual experiences that involve alcohol (See Appendix 
C). The Alcohol and Sexual Consent Scale consists of 12 items separated into two subscales: 
campus beliefs and myths and sexual assault programming messages. Participants responded to 
items on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all agree) to 7 (very much agree). An 
example item from the campus beliefs subscale is “a person who is sexually assaulted after 
drinking alcohol should only blame themselves.” An example item from the sexual assault 
programming messages subscale is “alcohol use makes a person more vulnerable to sexual 
assault.” The pronouns used within items were changed so that the measure would be inclusive 
of gender-diverse participants (e.g., “he/she” was replaced with “they”). The Alcohol and Sexual 
Consent Scale has demonstrated acceptable internal consistency with a Cronbach’s alpha of .76 
overall, .72 for the campus beliefs subscale, and .73 for the sexual assault programming 
messages subscale (Ward et al., 2012). This measure has also demonstrated convergent validity, 
with scores on the scale being positively correlated with drinking levels, victimization levels, and 
the perpetration of sexual violence (Ward et al., 2012).  
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At pretest, the Cronbach’s alpha was acceptable for the campus beliefs subscale at .62. 
The Cronbach’s alpha for the sexual assault programming messages subscale indicated strong 
internal consistency at .81. For subscales one and two, scores on each item were averaged 
together to create a score for subscale one and subscale two. All items on the sexual assault 
programming messages subscale are reverse-scored. Higher scores on subscale one reflect less 
knowledge of alcohol involved consent and lower scores indicate greater knowledge of alcohol 
involved consent. Higher scores on subscale two reflects having lesser knowledge regarding 
alcohol involved sexual assault, whereas lower scores reflect having greater knowledge 
regarding alcohol involved sexual assault.  
Sexual Violence Knowledge   
The Sexual Violence Questionnaire (Frazier & Borgida, 1988) was used to measure 
participants’ knowledge of sexual violence and the psychological after-effects for survivors of 
sexual violence (see Appendix D). The Sexual Violence Questionnaire consists of 18-items. 
Participants responded by indicating whether they believed the statement is true, false, or did not 
know. Participant scores were determined by calculating the percentage of correct responses 
given. If participants responded to a question with “do not know,” it was coded as an incorrect 
response. An example item is “stranger rape is much more common than acquaintance rape.” 
The Sexual Violence Questionnaire has content validity as it was developed based on a literature 
review of sexual violence research and then reviewed by directors of two rape crisis centres 
(Frazier & Borgida, 1988). The Sexual Violence Questionnaire has also demonstrated excellent 
internal consistency with a Cronbach’s alpha of .94 in previous research (Ward et al., 2012). 
Again, the pronouns used within items were changed so that the measure would be inclusive of 
gender-diverse participants (e.g., “he/she” was replaced with “they”). Furthermore, this change 
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was also made to recognize that anyone, and not just women, can be victims of sexual violence. 
For example, in the item “if a rape victim blames herself for the assault, it often means she 
played some role in precipitating it,” “herself” was replaced with “themselves,” and “she” was 
replaced with “they.” Last, item 10 was removed as it was lengthy, and the response options for 
this item were unique from the other items. DeVellis (2017) notes that lengthy items should be 
avoided and that response options should remain similar within measures as participants may 
assume that they are consistent throughout and may not register that the response option has 
differed. At pre-test, the measure had acceptable internal consistency with a Cronbach’s alpha of 
.68. Higher scores on this measure indicate higher levels of sexual violence knowledge whereas 
lower scores indicate having less knowledge surrounding sexual violence.  
Rape Myth Acceptance 
The Illinois Rape Myth Acceptance Scale-Short Form (IRMA-SF; Payne et al., 1999) 
was used to measure levels of rape myth acceptance (see Appendix E). The IRMA-SF consists of 
20 items where participants rated their endorsement of various rape myths on a seven-point 
Likert scale from 1 (not at all agree) to 7 (very much agree). An example of an item on the 
IRMA-SF is “if a woman is raped while she is drunk, she is at least somewhat responsible for 
letting things get out of control.” The IRMA-SF has demonstrated strong internal consistency 
with a Cronbach’s alpha of .87 in previous research (Payne et al., 1999). The IRMA-SF has also 
demonstrated construct validity, with the IRMA-SF being positively correlated with scores on 
traditional sex-role stereotypes, adversarial sexual beliefs, hostility towards women, and 
acceptance of interpersonal violence (Payne et al., 1999). At pre-test, the measure displayed 
strong internal consistency with a Cronbach’s alpha of .84. All items on the IRMA-SF were 
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averaged to create a score for each participant on this measure, where higher scores indicate 
greater rape myth acceptance.  
Moral Disengagement  
The Moral Disengagement Scale (Detert et al., 2008) was used to measure the ways 
individuals morally disengage to justify antisocial behaviour (see Appendix F). This measure is 
similar to the measure developed by Bandura et al. (1996); however, as Bandura et al.’s measure 
was developed for children, this measure is adapted for use with university student populations. 
This scale consists of 24 items covering eight mechanisms of justifying morally reprehensible 
behaviour: moral justification, euphemistic language, advantageous comparison, displacement of 
responsibility, diffusion of responsibility, distorting consequences, attribution of blame, and 
dehumanization. Participants responded on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 
(strongly agree). An example item from the moral disengagement scale is “people who are 
mistreated have usually done something to deserve it.” Bandura et al.’s (1996) moral 
disengagement scale has demonstrated acceptable internal consistency in past research with 
adolescents and emerging adults on prosocial reasoning and helping behaviours with a 
Cronbach’s alpha of .86 (Paciello et al., 2013). Furthermore, Detert et al.’s (2008) measure 
showed evidence of structural validity and good reliability (a = .87). At pre-test, the measure 
showed strong internal consistency with a Cronbach’s alpha of .88. Participant’s responses to 
each item were averaged to create a score. High scores reflect higher levels of moral 
disengagement.  
Sexual Consent Beliefs and Behaviours 
The Sexual Consent Scale-Revised (SCS-R; Humphreys & Brousseau, 2010) measured 
participants’ beliefs and behaviours regarding obtaining consent for sexual activities (see 
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Appendix G). The SCS-R consists of 38 items separated into five subscales: (lack of) perceived 
behavioural control, positive attitude toward establishing consent, indirect behavioural approach 
to consent, sexual consent norms, and awareness and discussion. Participants responded to each 
item on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The SCS-
R has shown good internal consistency with a Cronbach’s alpha of .87 overall, .86 for (lack of) 
perceived behavioural control, .84 for positive attitude toward establishing consent, .78 for 
indirect consent behaviours, .67 for sexual consent norms, and .71 for awareness of consent 
(Humphreys & Brousseau, 2010). As well, the SCS-R has demonstrated construct validity as the 
indirect sexual consent behaviours and awareness of consent were positively associated with 
sexual assertiveness but negatively associated with lack of perceived behavioural control. 
Furthermore, having a positive attitude toward establishing consent was negatively associated 
with sexual sensation seeking but positively associated with indirect consent behaviours 
(Humphreys & Brousseau, 2010).  
At pre-test, the SCS-R showed good internal consistency with a Cronbach’s alpha of .89 
for (lack of) perceived behavioural control, .92 for positive attitudes towards establishing 
consent, .77 for indirect consent behaviours, .83 for sexual consent norms, and .66 for awareness 
of consent. Participant scores were averaged for each subscale. High scores on subscale one 
reflect a greater lack of perceived behavioural control surrounding practicing consent. Higher 
scores on subscale two reflect having more positive attitudes towards establishing consent. 
Higher scores on subscale three reflect a greater tendency to use indirect behavioural approaches 
to establishing consent. Higher scores on subscale four reflect greater support of negative norms 
regarding establishing consent. Higher scores on subscale five reflect greater awareness and 
discussion of consent.  
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Bystander Attitudes  
In this 19-item measure, participants used a 5-point Likert scale (ranging from unlikely to 
very likely) to indicate how likely they were to engage in a range of bystander behaviours 
(McMahon et al., 2014; see Appendix H). This measure initially included five subscales: low-
risk situations, high-risk situations, post-assault support for victims, post-assault reporting of 
perpetrators, and proactive opportunities. An example of one item from each subscale is as 
follows: (1) Low-risk Situations (e.g., “Challenge a friend who says that rape victims are usually 
to blame for being raped”); (2) High-risk Situations (e.g., “Confront a friend who is hooking up 
with someone who was passed out”); (3) Post-assault Support for Victims (e.g., “go with a 
female friend to the police department if she says she was raped”); (4) Post-assault Reporting of 
Perpetrators (e.g., “Tell an RA or other campus authority about information I might have about a 
rape case even if pressured by my peers to stay silent”); and (5) Proactive Opportunities (e.g., 
“Visit a website to learn more about sexual violence”). However, McMahon et al. (2014) 
removed low-risk situation items after an exploratory factor analysis as these items did not load 
onto any factors. Even though McMahon et al. (2014) removed these items, in the current study, 
the decision was made to keep these items in the measure as measuring attitudes towards low-
risk situations was important for this study given that these situations fall under Stout’s (1991) 
continuum of sexual violence. Again, the pronouns used within items were changed so that the 
measure would be inclusive of gender-diverse participants (e.g., “he/she” was replaced with 
“they”). Higher scores on this measure reflect higher intent to perform bystander behaviours. The 
bystander behaviours scale has shown evidence of content validity as it was first created by 
developing items from examples in sexual violence-related literature and discussions with 
professionals working in sexual violence-related fields (McMahon et al., 2011). Furthermore, 
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McMahon et al. (2014) conducted meetings with undergraduate students who provided feedback, 
which helped refine the items.  
Given that the decision was made to include items that were not in McMahon et al.’s 
(2014) refined measure, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted to explore the factor 
structure. To determine whether data were suitable for factor analysis, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
(KMO) measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s test of sphericity were used. The KMO was 
.81 and therefore meritorious by Kaiser’s (1974) criteria. As well, Bartlett’s test of sphericity 
was significant (c2(136) = 790.44, p < .001), indicating that the null hypothesis that the 
correlation matrix is an identity matrix can be rejected (Ferguson & Cox, 1993). Consequently, 
these tests suggest that the data were factor analyzable (Ferguson & Cox, 1993; Worthington & 
Whittaker, 2006). Principal axis factoring (PAF) was chosen with the oblique orthogonal rotation 
and default delta value as this method does not assume multivariate normality (Costello & 
Osborne, 2005). The resulting eigenvalues produced a three-factor solution. However, this 
solution was not conceptually meaningful. As well, several items had factor loadings that fell 
below the cut-off value of .32 (i.e., items 1, 9, and 11; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). These 
items were removed and another EFA was conducted. This analysis produced a two-factor 
solution that was conceptually meaningful. This analysis resulted in two subscales for the 
bystander attitudes measure: bystander intervention behaviour attitudes (items 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 
10, and 12), and bystander proactive behaviour attitudes (items 14, 15, 16, and 17). At pre-test, 
subscale one and two showed strong internal consistency with a Cronbach’s alpha of .90 and .86, 
respectively. Additionally, the overall bystander attitudes measure (including all items) showed 




Bystander Opportunities and Behaviours 
In this 17-item measure, participants self-reported how many times within the last two 
years at pre-test and how many times within the last two months at post-test that they had the 
opportunity to act as a prosocial bystander to prevent sexual violence (i.e., their bystander 
opportunities; McMahon et al., 2014; see Appendix I). Response options for bystander 
opportunities were revised from “yes,” “no,” or “wasn’t in the situation” to “0, 1, 2, 3-5, 6-9, or 
10 times or more”. If participants selected any option besides 0, they were then prompted to 
select how many times they intervened in that situation from 0, 1, 2, 3-5, 6-9, or 10 or more 
times (i.e., their bystander behaviours). This revision was made based McMahon et al.’s (2017) 
recommendations to better gauge the number of opportunities bystanders have to intervene. The 
bystander behaviours scale has shown evidence of content validity as it was first created by 
developing items from examples in sexual violence-related literature and discussions with 
professionals working in sexual violence-related fields (McMahon et al., 2011). Furthermore, 
McMahon et al. (2014) conducted meetings with undergraduate students who provided feedback, 
which helped refine the items. At pre-test, the bystander opportunities measure was sufficient 
with a Cronbach’s alpha of .61. The bystander behaviours and frequency measures had too few 
responses to obtain a Cronbach’s alpha. As such, these measures were dropped from analysis and 
only participants’ scores for bystander opportunities were used.  
Procedure 
 Potential participants were contacted via email by the University Athletics program to 
participate in a study on sexual violence prevention. Interested participants were instructed to 
click the link in the email, which brought them to an incentive survey hosted on SurveyMonkey. 
This incentive survey asked participants to enter relevant contact information to be sent a $5.00 
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Starbucks gift card. Participants were emailed the $5.00 Starbucks gift card within two days of 
completing the incentive survey. Upon completing the incentive survey, participants were 
redirected to a new page to begin the pre-test survey, where they were provided a consent form. 
Participants were asked whether they consented to participate in the study and indicated their 
consent to participate by clicking “yes.” At the start of the pre-test survey, participants were 
asked to respond to four questions that were used to create an ID code. Participant responses to 
these questions were combined to create an ID code for each participant so that their data could 
be matched across time points. At the end of the pre-test survey, participants were notified that 
they were randomly assigned to either the group that received BIT (group 1), the group that 
received foundational education and BIT (group 2), or the control group (group 3). 
Group 1 
Upon completing the pre-test survey, participants assigned to group 1 were instructed to 
click a link that would bring them to an online course page that included a BIT module. 
Participants were instructed that they would have two weeks to complete this module, which 
would take approximately 20 minutes to complete. Once the module was completed, participants 
were provided an additional survey link to complete the post-test survey. After completing the 
post-test survey, interested participants were asked to provide their email to be contacted to 
participate in the 2-month follow up. Two months later, participants were contacted via email 
and were asked to provide their contact information if it had changed so that they could be 
provided an additional $5.00 Starbucks gift card. If their contact information had not changed, 
they were instructed to click “yes” to indicate that their information had stayed the same. After 
completing this short incentive survey, participants were directed to a new page to begin the 2-




Once completing the pre-test survey, participants assigned to group 2 were instructed to 
click a link that would bring them to an online course page that included a ‘What is sexual 
violence?’ module, a sexual consent module, and a BIT module. Participants were instructed that 
they would have two weeks to complete these modules, which would take approximately one 
hour to complete. After finishing the modules, participants were provided an additional survey 
link to complete the post-test survey. After completing the post-test survey, interested 
participants were asked to provide their email to be contacted to participate in the 2-month 
follow up. Two months later, participants were contacted via email and were asked to provide 
their contact information if it had changed so that they could be provided an additional $5.00 
Starbucks gift card. If their contact information had not changed, they were instructed to click 
“yes” to indicate that their information had stayed the same. After completing this short incentive 
survey, participants were directed to a new page to begin the 2-month follow up.  
Group 3 
Once completing the pre-test survey, participants assigned to group 3 were asked to 
provide their email so that they could be contacted in two weeks to complete the post-test survey. 
In two weeks, participants were contacted by email to complete the post-test survey. After 
completing the post-test survey, interested participants were asked to provide their email once 
more to be contacted to participate in the 2-month follow up. Two months later, participants 
were contacted via email and were asked to provide their contact information if it had changed so 
that they could be provided an additional $5.00 Starbucks gift card. If their contact information 
had not changed, they were instructed to click “yes” to indicate that their information had stayed 
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the same. After completing this short incentive survey, participants were directed to a new page 
to begin the 2-month follow up survey.  
Module Development  
 All online modules used in this project were developed by the researcher in partnership 
with Teaching, Learning, and Student Experience Staff at the University of Saskatchewan 
(USask). The modules began as an online course created by Concordia University. Concordia 
University gave USask permission to use the modules and adapt them to better suit the USask 
campus community. A needs assessment survey was conducted with USask students, staff, and 
faculty to inform the adaptation of the course. Furthermore, several focus groups were conducted 
with undergraduate students to further inform the adaptation of the course, as well as 
consultations with USask campus groups and members. While the course includes four modules 
(what is sexual violence, sexual consent, bystander intervention, and responding to disclosures), 
only the first three modules were used in this project. The bystander intervention module follows 
a similar format to the in-person BITB® workshop, which was done to maintain symmetry with 
ongoing sexual violence prevention programming at USask. 
Results 
Data Screening  
 
Data were uploaded into Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) Version 24 
for analysis. Variables were evaluated for missing data, skewness, and normality. Normality was 
evaluated using the Shapiro-Wilk and Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests. A scan of the data revealed 
that 15 participants had 55 or more missing data points, with seven participants having 142 
missing data points. To evaluate missing data, a variable was created based on the last item of 
the bystander opportunities measure that separated participants with missing data from 
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participants with no missing data. Next, t-tests were completed to determine whether data were 
missing at random between participants who had missing data and who did not have missing data 
on the rape myth acceptance measure and the alcohol and sexual consent measure. The t-tests 
were not significant, indicating that the data were missing completely at random on these 
measures. Only these measures were tested because they had the largest number of participants 
that had missing data. On other measures, the groups were too small to conduct t-tests (i.e., the 
missing data group included less than seven participants). Given that participants with missing 
data overwhelmingly had a large number of missing data points on each measure, data 
imputation methods such as multiple imputation or maximum likelihood could not be utilized. 
Consequently, the decision was made to remove the participant data where the participant had 55 
or more data points missing (n = 15).  
Sexual Violence Knowledge 
 
The items on the sexual violence knowledge measure had between 3.7%-4.9% of the data 
missing. The total score sexual violence knowledge variable was negatively skewed. Both the 
Shapiro-Wilk and Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests were significant indicating that variable was not 
normally distributed, W(71) = .906, p < .001; D(71) = .152, p < .001. Therefore, a log 10 
transformation was applied to this variable, which corrected the skewness. However, tests of 
normality were still significant, W(71) = .952, p =.008; D(71) = .165, p < .001.   
Rape Myth Acceptance 
 
The items on the IRMA-SF measures had between 2.5%-7.4% of the data missing. This 
variable was positively skewed. As well, the Shapiro-Wilk and Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests of 
normality were significant, W(71) = .877, p < .001; D(71) = .172, p < .001. A log 10 
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transformation was applied to this variable, which helped to correct the skewness; however, tests 
of normality were still significant, W(71) = .940, p = .002; D(71) = .128, p = .006. 
Alcohol and Sexual Consent 
 
On the alcohol and sexual consent measure, there were 7.4% of missing data for each 
item. The average variable for the first subscale (campus beliefs and myths) met assumptions of 
normality. However, the average variable for the second subscale (sexual assault programming 
messages) was positively skewed and the Shapiro-Wilk and Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests of 
normality were significant, W(71) = .839, p < .001; D(71) = .142, p = .001. Therefore, a log 10 
transformation was applied to this variable. The transformation worked to correct the skewness, 
and the Shapiro-Wilk and Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests were no longer significant, indicating that 
the variable now met assumptions of normality.  
Moral Disengagement 
 
On the moral disengagement measure, there was 13.6% of the data missing on each item. 
The average score variable for moral disengagement was not skewed, and the Shapiro-Wilk and 




On the bystander attitude scale, there was between 13.6-14.8% of the data missing for 
each item. The overall bystander attitude scale was negatively skewed and the Shapiro-Wilk and 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests of normality were significant, W(71) = .880, p < .001; D(71) = .113, 
p = .027. A log 10 transformation was applied to this variable, which corrected the skewness. 
However, test of normality were still significant, indicating that the variable did not meet 
assumptions of normality, W(71) = .965, p = .046; D(71) = .119, p = .016. The average score 
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variable for the first subscale (intervention behaviours) was negatively skewed, and the Shapiro-
Wilk and Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests were significant, W(71) = .801, p < .001; D(71) = .151, p < 
.001. A log 10 transformation was applied to this variable, which corrected the skewness. The 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was no longer significant, indicating that the variable met one test of 
the assumption of normality. However, the Shapiro-Wilk test was still significant, W(71) = .950, 
p = .007. The average score variable for the second subscale (proactive behaviours) met 
assumptions of normality.  
Bystander Opportunities and Behaviours 
 
The bystander behaviours (opportunities) measures had between 13.6%-16.0% of the data 
missing on each item. The average score variable for bystander opportunities was not skewed; 
however, the Shapiro-Wilk and Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests of normality were significant, W(67) 
= .911, p < .002. A log 10 transformation was applied, which led to meeting the assumption of 
normality on the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, but not the Shapiro-Wilk test W(67) = .961, p =.035.  
More than 50% of participants did not report opportunities to engage in bystander 
behaviours on every item except one of the items (see Table 4). Furthermore, it is likely that the 
method used to measure the frequency of engaging in bystander behaviours was unreliable. For 
instance, in some cases, participants reported engaging in a higher number of bystander 
behaviours than the number they previously reported having the opportunities to engage in. As 
such, due to this reporting error, the indicated frequency of bystander behaviours may be 
artificially inflated on some of these items. For these reasons, the decision was made to drop the 




Table 4  
Pre-test Opportunities and Frequency of Bystander Behaviours  
Items  Number of Opportunities to Engage in a 






 0 1  2  3-5  6-9  10 or 
more 
Percentage 
How many times have you had the 
opportunity to confront a friend who 
plans to give someone alcohol to get 
sex? 
 
67 2 2 0 0 0 62.50% 
How many times have you had the 
opportunity to confront a friend 
when you heard rumours that they 
had forced someone to have sex? 
 
57 11 2 1 0 0 85.71% 
How many times have you had the 
opportunity to check in with a friend 
who looks drunk when they go to a 
room with someone else at a party? 
 
33 14 10 13 0 1 88.51% 
How many times have you had the 
opportunity to say something to a 
friend who is taking a drunk person 
back to their room at a party? 
 
54 9 6 1 1 0 100.00% 
How many times have you had the 
opportunity to confront a friend who 
is hooking up with someone who 
was passed out? 
 
67 4 0 0 0 0 75.00% 
How many times have you had the 
opportunity to express concern if a 
friend makes a sexist joke? 
 
14 6 10 21 5 15 66.05% 
How many times have you had the 
opportunity to challenge a friend 
who said that rape victims are 
usually to blame for being raped? 
 
52 10 3 3 1 2 102.46% 
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How many times have you had the 
opportunity to intervene when seeing 
a group of people bothering (e.g., 
catcalling, whistling at, etc.) another 
person in the parking lot? 
 
48 10 8 0 3 2 49.42% 
How many times have you had the 
opportunity to call for help when 
seeing a stranger go to a dorm room 
with a group of people and hear that 
person yelling for help? 
 
71 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 
How many times have you had the 
opportunity to tell an RA or other 
campus authority about information 
you might have about a rape case 
even if pressured by your peers to 
stay silent? 
 
70 0 1 0 0 0 0% 
How many times have you had the 
opportunity to go with a friend to the 
police department if they say they 
were raped? 
 
69 2 0 0 0 0 50.00% 
How many times have you had the 
opportunity to visit a website to learn 
more about sexual violence? 
 
41 6 7 7 4 6 61.83% 
How many times have you had the 
opportunity to join an organization 
that works to stop rape and abuse? 
 
56 6 5 2 0 0 2.56% 
How many times have you had the 
opportunity to participate in a rally 
on campus to stop rape and abuse? 
 
68 0 0 1 0 0 0% 
How many times have you had the 
opportunity to take a workshop to 
learn more about sexual violence? 
48 13 4 4 0 0 59.52% 
 
Pre-test hypotheses  
 
 Data were not normally distributed on most variables, as evidenced by the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test and the Shapiro-Wilk test, and data transformations were only marginally 
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successful in correcting the non-normal distribution. However, Field (2013) notes that caution 
should be used when interpreting these tests of normality as, in large samples, they may be 
significant even when the normality assumption is not violated while, in small samples, that they 
may fail to detect violations. Furthermore, Sainani (2012) notes that the assumption of normality 
is not critical for parametric tests unless the sample size is extremely small. Sainani (2012) 
suggests that parametric tests with non-normal data are not a cause for concern with sample sizes 
of approximately 80. As the sample size at pre-test was relatively close to 80, the non-normality 
may not be that concerning.  
Beyond Sainani’s (2012) assertion regarding sample sizes, attempts to correct non-
normal data may cause more problems than they solve. For instance, parametric tests using log 
10 transformed data can be challenging to interpret, particularly for regression models (Field, 
2013; McCuen, 1990). Furthermore, Osborne (2002) notes that “data transformations can alter 
the fundamental nature of the data, such as changing the measurement scale from interval or ratio 
to ordinal, and creating curvilinear relationships, complicating interpretation” (p. 5). As such, the 
use of data transformations for parametric tests is cautioned (Field, 2013; Osborne, 2002). In 
fact, Field (2013) suggests that the consequences of using transformed data may be more 
damaging than conducting an analysis with untransformed data, such as changing the original 
hypothesis being tested and the very nature of the construct that was measured. For these 
reasons, the decision was made to conduct the pre-test analyses using untransformed data.  
Gender 
 
Given that only one participant indicated that they were non-binary, their data had to be 
excluded from any gender analyses for statistical purposes. As data were not normally distributed 
on multiple variables, Spearman’s Rho correlations were conducted to explore the relationships 
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between key variables and gender as Spearman’s Rho does not require the assumption of 
multivariate normality (Field, 2013). Correlations revealed some similarities in the relationships 
between key variables for men and women (see Table 5). For both men and women, higher 
levels of rape myth acceptance were significantly correlated with greater approval of alcohol 
involved consent, greater moral disengagement, and lower willingness to act as a bystander. 
However, it should be noted that the correlation between rape myth acceptance and moral 
disengagement was stronger for men than for women. Furthermore, greater approval of alcohol 
involved consent was significantly related to greater moral disengagement for men and women.  
 Spearman’s Rho correlations also revealed marked differences between men and women 
on the relationships between key variables. For example, greater bystander attitudes were 
significantly correlated with lesser approval of alcohol involved consent alcohol and moral 
disengagement for men but not for women. Also, greater moral disengagement was significantly 
correlated with lower sexual violence knowledge for men, but not for women.  
Table 5 
 
 Correlations Between Key Variables for Men and Women 


















 .548* .328 -.194 -.553** .749** 
Campus Beliefs 
and Myths 









-.185 -.116 -.184  .321 -.487* 
Bystander 
Attitudes 
-.300* -.073 -.185 .194  -.703** 
Moral 
Disengagement 
.425** .317* -.056 -.195 -.242  
Note. Intercorrelations of predictor and criterion variables for men are presented above the 
diagonal, and intercorrelations of predictor and criterion variables for women are presented 
below the diagonal. 
*p < .05. **p < .01. 
Table 6 displays means and standard deviations for men and women on key variables. 
Women had higher mean scores on sexual violence knowledge, attitudes towards alcohol 
involved consent (subscale 2), bystander attitudes, and bystander opportunities and lower scores 
on attitudes towards alcohol involved consent (subscale 1), rape myth acceptance, and moral 
disengagement than men. However, t-tests revealed that mean scores were only statistically 
significantly different between men and women on the first subscale of alcohol and consent 
knowledge (i.e., campus beliefs and myths, t(68) = -2.48, p = .02) and rape myth acceptance, 
(t(23.89) = -2.15, p = .03).  
Table 6 
 






Sexual violence knowledge 10.14 (2.87) 9.00 (3.57) .17 
Attitudes towards alcohol involved consent 
(campus beliefs and myths subscale) 
2.13 (.73) 2.64 (.83) .02 
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Attitudes towards alcohol involved consent 
(sexual assault programming messages) 
2.58 (1.24) 2.29 (.65) .34 
Rape myth acceptance  1.45 (.38) 1.83(.68) .03 
Moral disengagement  2.07 (.47) 2.13 (.37) .61 
Bystander attitudes  4.11 (.59) 3.95 (.48) .30 
Bystander attitudes (Intervention) 4.35 (.67) 4.26 (.46) .56 
Bystander attitudes (Proactive) 3.52 (.97) 3.25 (.17) .27 
Bystander behaviour opportunities .53 (.39) .49 (.26) .69 
 
It was expected that women would have significantly greater bystander attitudes and 
opportunities than men. This hypothesis was not supported as results revealed no significant 
differences between men and women on bystander attitudes or opportunities (see Table 6). Given 
the small sample size, a power analysis was conducted to determine if there was sufficient power 
to discern a difference between men and women on bystander attitudes and opportunities. For 
bystander attitudes, the power was 48%, indicating a 52% chance of failing to detect a difference 
in the larger population (a Type II error). For bystander opportunities, the power was 52%, 
indicating a 48% chance of making a Type II error.  
Situational Action Theory  
 
 Consistent with situational action theory (Wikstrom, 2005), it was hypothesized that 
higher drinking levels and frequency would be associated with higher levels of moral 
disengagement and lower bystander attitudes and opportunities. Multiple regression analyses 
were conducted to determine whether drinking levels and frequency predicted moral 
disengagement and bystander attitudes and opportunities. The hypothesis that drinking levels and 
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frequency would predict moral disengagement was not supported as results indicated that 
drinking levels and frequency were not significant predictors for moral disengagement, R2 = .02, 
F(2, 68) = .66, p = .52. Results also showed that drinking levels and frequency were not 
significant predictors for bystander attitudes overall (R2 = .02, F(2, 68) = .47, p = .46), attitudes 
towards intervention (R2 = .003, F(2, 68) = .11, p = .89), and bystander opportunities (R2 = .01, 
F(2, 68) = .32, p = .73). However, the prediction that drinking levels and frequency would 
predict proactive bystander attitudes was partially supported, R2 = .09, F(2, 68) = 3.37, p = .04 
(See Table 7).  
Table 7  
 
Hierarchical Multiple Regressions for Alcohol Use in Predicting Bystander Attitudes (Proactive)  
 Variables b SE b ß t Semi-
partial r 
r 
Step 1 Constant 3.93 .21  18.82   
 Drinking 
Frequency 




.01 .16 .01 .05 .01 -.23 
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
 
The frequency of alcohol use was found to significantly predict attitudes towards proactive 
bystander-related opportunities (e.g., attending a class on sexual violence), where those who 
reported less drinking also reported more positive proactive bystander attitudes.  
 It was also hypothesized that younger and lower-year students would score higher on 
moral disengagement and lower on bystander attitudes than older and upper-year students. 
Another set of multiple regression analyses were conducted to determine whether age and year of 
study predicted moral disengagement scores. This hypothesis was not supported as results 
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revealed that age and year of study were not significant predictors for moral disengagement (R2 = 
.01, F(2, 68) = .38, p = .69), bystander attitudes (R2 = .002, F(2, 68) = .07, p = .93), or bystander 
opportunities (R2 = .03, F(2, 68) = .98, p = .38). Last, it was hypothesized that younger and 
lower-year students would score higher on drinking levels and frequency than older and upper-
year students. Multiple regression analyses were conducted to determine whether age and year of 
study predicted drinking levels/frequency. The hypothesis was also not supported as age and year 
of study were not found to be significant predictors for drinking levels (R2 = .02, F(2, 68) = .84, 
p = .44) or frequency (R2 = .01, F(2, 68) = .23, p = .80).  
 The sample size was small for these analyses (N = 70), which may have led to an inability 
to detect variances that do exist in the broader population. Field (2013) notes that for a small 
effect (R2 = .02) with two or fewer predictors, a sample size of 476 would be required to achieve 
Cohen’s (1988) criteria of .80 for power. For a medium effect (R2 = .13) with two or fewer 
predictors, a sample size of 68 would be required (Field, 2013). For a large effect (R2 = .26) with 
two or fewer predictors, a sample size of 31 would be required (Field, 2013). Consequently, the 
sample size was large enough to achieve adequate power to detect a medium or large effect of 
the predictor variables on moral disengagement but not for a small effect. As such, it is possible 
that the regression analysis was unable to detect differences that exist in the larger population. 
Foundational Knowledge  
 
 It was hypothesized that, above and beyond what was accounted for by gender, 
foundational knowledge would account for a significant portion of variance in bystander scores, 
with greater foundational knowledge being related to higher bystander scores. A multiple 
regression analysis was conducted to explore whether foundational knowledge (i.e., sexual 
violence knowledge and alcohol and consent knowledge) were significant predictors for 
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bystander attitudes and opportunities above and beyond what was accounted for by gender. 
Gender was added at step one, and foundational knowledge variables were entered at step two. 
The hypothesis was partially supported as the models at step one were not significant, indicating 
that being a woman did not account for a significant portion of variance in bystander attitudes 
(R2 = .02, F(1, 68) = 1.08, p = .30) or opportunities (R2 = .002, F(1, 68) = .12, p = .74). The 
model was also not significant at step two for bystander opportunities, R2 = .09, F(4, 65) = 1.66, 
p = .17. However, the model was significant at step two for bystander attitudes overall, 
indicating that foundational knowledge was a significant predictor, R2 = .21, F(4, 65) = 4.35, p < 
.01 (see Table 8).  
Table 8 
 
Hierarchical Multiple Regressions for Foundational Knowledge in Predicting Bystander 
Attitudes  
 Variables b SE b ß t Semi-
partial r 
r 
Step 1 Constant 4.11 .08  52.15   
 Gender  -.16 .15 -.13 -1.04 -.13 -.13 
Step 2 Constant 4.14 .36  11.57   










-.08 .08 -.11 -.92 -.10 -.14 
 Sexual 
Assault 






Note. a Women = 0 and Men = 1 
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
 
Furthermore, the model was significant at step two for bystander intervention attitudes, 
indicating that foundational knowledge was a significant predictor, R2 = .26, F(4, 65) = 5.56, p < 
.001 (see Table 9).  
Table 9  
 
Hierarchical Multiple Regressions for Foundational Knowledge in Predicting Bystander 
Attitudes (Intervention) 
 Variables b SE b ß t Semi-
partial r 
r 
Step 1 Constant 4.36 .09  50.05   
 Gender  -.10 .17 -.07 -.58 -.07 -.07 
Step 2 Constant 4.23 .38  11.07   
















-.16 .06 -.29* -2.60 -.28 -.34* 
Note. a Women = 0 and Men = 1 




Further exploration of the standardized beta weights revealed that sexual violence knowledge 
and the second subscale of alcohol and consent knowledge (i.e., sexual assault programming 
messages) were unique predictors of bystander intervention attitudes, where having more 
substantial sexual violence knowledge and greater understanding of alcohol involved consent 
were associated with greater intentions to intervene as a bystander.  
 It was also hypothesized that having less foundational knowledge would be associated 
with greater rape myth acceptance above and beyond what is accounted for by gender. A 
multiple regression analysis was conducted to explore whether foundational knowledge was a 
predictor for rape myth acceptance. Gender was added at step one, and the foundational 
knowledge variables were added at step two. This hypothesis was supported as, at step one, the 
model was significant, indicating that gender accounted for a significant portion of variance in 
rape myth acceptance, R2 = .12, F(1, 68) = 8.92, p = .004 (see Table 10).  
Table 10 
 
Hierarchical Multiple Regressions for Foundational Knowledge in Predicting Rape Myth 
Acceptance 
 Variables b SE b ß t Semi-
partial r 
r 
Step 1 Constant 1.45 .07  21.78   
 Gender  .38 .13 .34** 2.99 .34 .34** 
Step 2 Constant .84 .28  3.04   


















.02 .04 .04 .43 .04 -.01 
Note. a Women = 0 and Men = 1 
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
 
Specifically, being a man was associated with greater rape myth acceptance than being a woman. 
The model was also significant at step two, indicating that foundational knowledge accounted for 
a significant portion of variance in rape myth acceptance, R2 = .41, F(4, 65) = 11.19, p < .001 
(see Table 10). Upon closer examination of the standardized beta weights, it was evident that 
gender was no longer a significant predictor, and only the campus beliefs subscale uniquely 
predicted rape myth acceptance, indicating that those who had less knowledge surrounding 
alcohol involved consent also had greater rape myth acceptance.  
Last, it was hypothesized that foundational knowledge would be a moderator of moral 
disengagement, where foundational knowledge would be related to moral disengagement, which 
would be associated with higher bystander attitudes and opportunities. Multiple regression 
analyses were conducted to test this hypothesis. Following Jose’s (2013) guidelines for exploring 
moderation in regression, interaction variables were created to explore whether there was a 
moderating effect of foundational knowledge on moral disengagement. The multiple regression 
was not significant for bystander opportunities, R2 = .17, F(7, 63) = 1.80, p = .10. However, this 
hypothesis was supported for bystander attitudes, as results of the multiple regression analysis 






Multiple Regression for the Moderating Effect of Foundational Knowledge on Moral 
Disengagement in Predicting Bystander Attitudes  
 Variables b SE b ß t Semi-
partial r 
r 










-.004 .40 -.01 -.01 -.001 -.14 






















-.05 .18 -.18 -.25 -.03 -.21 





.38 .13 1.65** 2.95** .30 -.27** 




When exploring the standardized beta weights, it was evident that the sexual assault 
programming messages were uniquely predictive of bystander attitudes. As well, there was a 
significant interaction effect between sexual assault programming messages and moral 
disengagement. Based on Jose’s (2013) recommendations on mapping an interaction effect from 
a regression, a ModGraph was used. The ModGraph revealed that foundational knowledge did 
have a moderating effect on moral disengagement, where those who had more knowledge 
surrounding alcohol involved consent also had lower moral disengagement and higher bystander 
scores (See Figure 1).  
Figure 1 





Furthermore, results of the multiple regression analysis was significant for bystander attitudes 
towards intervention, R2 = .37, F(7, 63) = 5.38, p < .001 (see Table 12).  
Table 12 
 
Multiple Regression for the Moderating Effect of Foundational Knowledge on Moral 
Disengagement in Predicting Bystander Attitudes (Intervention)  
 Variables b SE b ß t Semi-
partial r 
r 










.30 .42 .38 .71 .07 -.11 






















-.18 .19 -.67 -.96 -.10 -.19 
 Sexual Assault 
Programming 
Messages X 





* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 
 
In exploring the standardized beta weights, it was revealed that the sexual assault programming 
messages were also uniquely predictive of bystander attitudes (intervention; see Figure 2). As 
well, there was a significant interaction effect between sexual assault programming messages 
and moral disengagement.  
To map the interaction effect, a second ModGraph was used. The ModGraph revealed 
that foundational knowledge did have a moderating effect on moral disengagement, where those 
who had more knowledge surrounding alcohol involved consent also had lower moral 
disengagement and higher bystander scores.  
Figure 2 







 Similar to the process at pre-test, post-test data were scanned for missing data. Following 
the same cut-off point as for the pre-test of 55 or more missing data points, three participants 
were not included in the following analysis. The sample size at immediate post-test was small (n 
= 23) and had an uneven distribution between groups (see Table 13), which made the use of 
parametric tests unsuitable for analysis (Pett, 2016).  
Table 13 
 





Note. Group 1 received bystander intervention training. Group 2 received foundational education 
and bystander intervention training. Group 3 did not receive any education. 
 
Therefore, non-parametric tests were used for the following analyses. Furthermore, while the 
intention was to match participants across timepoints, the matching ID variable was not stable 
across timepoints as participants responses to the questions that generated the matching ID 
variable changed across timepoints. This issue made matching participants across timepoints 
impossible. As such, the decision was made to treat groups as independent rather than matched.  
 First, to determine whether groups significantly differed on key variables at pre-test, a 
Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted. At pre-test, there were no significant differences between 
groups on bystander scores, consent beliefs and behaviours, rape myth acceptance, moral 
disengagement, and sexual violence knowledge (see Table 14).  
 
Time  Group 1 Group 2  Group 3 
Pre-test 21  11 16 
Post-test 9 5 9 





Differences Between Groups on Key Variables at Pre-Test 
 
 
However, there was a significant difference between groups on subscale two of alcohol and 
consent knowledge (sexual assault programming messages), H(2) = 10.32, p =.006. Pairwise 
comparisons with adjusted p-values revealed a significant difference between groups 3 and 1 (p 







Sexual Violence Knowledge 
 
25.52 19.32 26.72 2.05 .36 
Rape Myth Acceptance 27.57 23.00 21.50 1.88 .39 
Campus Beliefs and Myths 
 
25.79 24.18 23.03 .36 .84 
Sexual Assault Programming 
Messages 
 
31.07 24.00 16.22 10.32 .01 
(Lack of) Perceived 
Behavioural Control 
 
26.86 17.50 26.22 3.63 .16 
Positive Attitudes Towards 
Establishing Consent 
 
25.90 20.55 25.38 1.16 .56 
Indirect Behavioural 
Approach to Consent 
 
26.00 27.77 20.28 2.31 .32 
Sexual Consent Norms 29.38 17.86 22.66 5.34 .07 
Awareness and Discussion of 
Consent 
23.60 23.50 26.38 .43 .81 
Moral Disengagement 29.52 21.32 20.09 4.88 .09 




23.43 20.14 28.91 2.80 .25 
Bystander Attitudes 
(Proactive) 
27.12 21.23 23.31 1.47 .48 
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=.004, r = .757), where group 1 had more supportive attitudes towards alcohol-involved consent 
than group 3.  
Immediate Post-Test 
 
At immediate post-test, it was predicted that group 1 and group 2 would have higher 
bystander scores, consent beliefs and behaviours, and lower rape myth acceptance than group 3. 
A Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted to compare differences between groups on these variables. 
This hypothesis was not supported as results indicated only one significant difference between 
groups on subscale four of sexual consent beliefs and behaviours (i.e., sexual consent norms), 
H(2) = 6.34, p = .042 (see Table 15).  
Table 15 
 
Differences Between Groups on Bystander Scores, Consent Beliefs and Behaviours, and Rape  
Myth Acceptance at Immediate Post-Test 







Rape Myth Acceptance 10.06 14.70 12.44 1.59 .45 
(Lack of) Perceived 
Beahvioural Control 
 
12.39 10.30 12.56 .41 .82 
Positive Attitudes Towards 
Establishing Consent 
 
12.11 15.90 9.72 .71 .26 
Indirect Behavioural 
Approach to Consent 
 
13.06 10.80 11.61 .41 .82 
Sexual Consent Norms 14.61 5.40 13.06 6.34 .04 
Awareness and Discussion of 
Consent 
9.50 12.40 14.28 2.27 .32 




Pairwise comparisons with adjusted p-values indicated a significant difference between 
groups 2 and 1 (p = .044, r = .655), where group 1 had significantly higher scores on harmful 
consent norms than group 2.  
It was also expected that group 2 would be higher in foundational knowledge than groups 
3 and 1 and that foundational knowledge would be related to lower moral disengagement scores 
and higher bystander attitudes. However, this hypothesis was not supported as Kruskal-Wallis 
tests revealed no significant difference between groups on foundational knowledge or moral 
disengagement at immediate post-test (see Table 16).  
Table 16 
 








11.22 12.40 12.56 .20 .91 
Bystander Attitudes 
(Proactive) 
14.72 14.70 7.78 5.83 .05 







Sexual Violence Knowledge 9.78 11.80 14.33 2.08 .35 
Campus Beliefs and Myths 12.39 13.20 10.94 .41 .81 
Sexual Assault Programming 
Messages 
 
15.17 8.50 10.78 3.70 .16 
Moral Disengagement  13.67 7.00 13.11 3.51 .17 
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Comparisons Over Time  
 
Group 1. To explore whether there were significant changes in key variables from pre-
test to post-test for group 1 (received BIT only), a series of Mann-Whitney tests were conducted 
(see Table 17).  
Table 17 
 
Group 1 Comparisons on Key Variables from Pre-Test to Post-Test 
 




U z p 
Sexual Violence Knowledge 15.26 16.06 99.50 .23 .82 
Rape Myth Acceptance 17.45 10.94 53.50 -1.87 .06 
Campus Beliefs and Myths 16.38 13.44 76.00 -.84 .42 
Sexual Assault Programming 
Messages 
17.17 11.61 59.50 -1.60 .11 
(Lack of) Perceived Behavioural 
Control 
 
15.31 15.94 98.50 .18 .86 
Positive Attitudes Towards 
Establishing Consent 
 
14.57 17.67 114.00 .88 .40 
Indirect Behavioural Approach to 
Consent 
 
15.71 15.00 90.00 -.20 .86 
Sexual Consent Norms 15.52 15.44 94.00 -.02 1.00 
Awareness and Discussion of 
Consent 
16.26 13.72 78.50 -.73 .48 
Moral Disengagement 17.62 10.56 50.00 -2.02 .05 
Bystander Attitudes 13.21 20.83 142.50 2.18 .03 
Bystander Attitudes (Intervention) 14.21 18.50 121.50 1.22 .23 
Bystander Attitudes (Proactive) 13.71 19.67 132.00 1.71 .09 
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Moral disengagement scores differed significantly between time 1 (Mean rank = 17.62) and time 
2 (Mean rank = 10.56), U = 50.00, z = -2.02, p = .045, r = -.37, indicating that group 1 had 
significantly lower moral disengagement scores after the intervention in comparison to before the 
intervention. As well, bystander attitudes scores differed significantly between pre-test (Mean 
rank = 13.21) and post-test (Mean rank = 20.83), U = 142.50, z = 2.18, p = .03, r = .40, 
indicating that participants had significantly higher intentions to intervene after the intervention 
compared to before the intervention.  
Mann-Whitney tests were conducted to explore whether moral disengagement and 
bystander attitude effects remained the same at 2-month follow-up from the pre-test. Results 
indicated that bystander attitudes scores differed significantly between post-test (Mean rank = 
8.61) and two-month follow up (Mean rank = 3.38), U = 3.50, z = -2.25, p = .02, r = -.62 
indicating that participants had significantly lower bystander intentions at two-month follow up 
in comparison to immediately post-intervention. While moral disengagement scores were higher 
at 2-month follow-up (Mean rank = 8.12) in comparison to post-test (Mean rank = 6.50), this 
difference was not statistically significant, U = 22.50, z = .70, p = .50, r = .19.  
Group 2. To explore whether there were significant changes in key variables from pre-
test to post-test for group 2 (received foundational education and BIT), a series of Mann-










Group 2 Comparisons on Key Variables from Pre-Test to Post-Test 
 
 
Alcohol and consent knowledge subscale two scores (sexual assault programming messages) 
differed significantly between pre-test (Mean rank = 10.82) and post-test (Mean rank = 3.40), 
indicating that participants had better knowledge of alcohol involved consent after the 
intervention in comparison to before the intervention, U = 2.00, z = -2.921, p = .002, r = -.73. 




U z p 
Sexual Violence Knowledge 6.91 12.00 45.00 2.02 .052 
Rape Myth Acceptance 8.36 8.80 29.00 .17 .91 
Campus Beliefs and Myths 8.50 8.50 27.50 .00 1.00 
Sexual Assault Programming 
Messages 
10.82 3.40 2.00 -2.92 .002 
(Lack of) Perceived Behavioural 
Control 
 
8.09 9.40 32.00 .51 .66 
Positive Attitudes Towards 
Establishing Consent 
 
6.59 12.70 48.50 2.39 .01 
Indirect Behavioural Approach to 
Consent 
 
9.05 7.30 21.50 -.68 .51 
Sexual Consent Norms 9.77 5.70 13.50 -1.60 .12 
Awareness and Discussion of 
Consent 
8.23 9.10 30.50 .34 .74 
Moral Disengagement 10.00 5.20 11.00 -1.88 .07 
Bystander Attitudes 6.86 12.10 45.50 2.05 .04 
Bystander Attitudes (Intervention) 7.55 10.60 38.00 1.20 .27 
Bystander Attitudes (Proactive) 7.18 11.40 42.00 1.66 .12 
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Sexual consent beliefs and behaviours subscale two scores (positive attitudes towards 
establishing consent) differed significantly between pre-test (Mean rank = 6.59) and post-test 
(Mean rank = 12.70), indicating that participants had significantly more positive attitudes 
towards establishing consent after the intervention in comparison to before the intervention, U = 
48.50, z = 2.39, p = .01, r = .60. Last, overall bystander attitude scores differed significantly 
between pre-test (Mean rank = 6.86) and post-test (Mean rank = 12.10) indicating that 
participants had significantly greater intentions to intervene after the intervention in comparison 
to before the intervention, U = 45.50, z = 2.05, p = .04, r = .51.   
 To explore whether alcohol and consent knowledge, sexual consent attitudes, bystander 
attitude effects remained the same at 2-month follow-up from the post-test for group 2, Mann-
Whitney tests were conducted. There was no significant difference between 2-month follow-up 
(Mean rank = 4.67) and post-test (Mean rank = 4.40) on alcohol and consent knowledge (sexual 
assault programming messages), U = 8.00, z = .16, p = 1.00, r = .06. There was also no 
significant difference between 2-month follow up (Mean rank = 4.00) and post-test (Mean rank = 
4.80) on positive attitudes towards establishing consent, U = 6.00, z = -.45, p = .79, r = -.16. 
Last, there was no significant difference on bystander attitudes at 2-month follow-up (Mean rank 
= 3.00) in comparison to pre-test (Mean rank = 5.40), U = 3.00, z = -1.35, p = .25, r = -.48.   
Group 3. It was hypothesized that group 3’s scores would remain stable across 
timepoints. To explore whether there were significant changes in key variables from pre-test to 
post-test for group 3, a series of Kruskal-Wallis tests were conducted. This hypothesis was 
supported as there were no significant differences on any key variables across time points for 











This study represents one of the first online randomized controlled trials that explored 
whether foundational education on consent and sexual violence improved the efficacy of BIT 








Sexual Violence Knowledge 
 
12.28 17.89 21.50 5.30 .07 
Rape Myth Acceptance 16.78 16.28 10.00 2.41 .30 
Campus Beliefs and Myths 
 
17.19 15.78 9.60 2.87 .24 
Sexual Assault Programming 
Messages 
 
16.41 13.78 15.70 .52 .77 
(Lack of) Perceived 
Behavioural Control 
 
15.75 16.06 13.70 .26 .88 
Positive Attitudes Towards 
Establishing Consent 
 
15.31 14.72 17.50 .34 .85 
Indirect Behavioural 
Approach to Consent 
 
17.66 14.78 9.90 3.08 .22 
Sexual Consent Norms 15.62 17.00 12.40 .89 .64 
Awareness and Discussion of 
Consent 
13.84 16.06 19.80 1.81 .41 
Moral Disengagement 17.44 16.61 7.30 5.27 .07 




13.75 16.56 19.20 1.66 .44 
Bystander Attitudes 
(Proactive) 
15.75 14.06 17.30 .47 .79 
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within university athletics. In particular, this study sought to explore the following questions: (1) 
Can moral disengagement and situational action theory be used to explain bystander attitudes?; 
and (2) Does foundational education that targets moral disengagement and situational factors 
enhance the efficacy of BIT in increasing prosocial bystander attitudes for men and women 
university athletes? Despite the aim to explore these questions, difficulties related to participant 
engagement and intervention implementation made the intent to rigorously investigate these 
questions a significant challenge. Therefore, this section begins with a discussion surrounding 
the limited analyses conducted. The discussion regarding the analyses is then followed by a 
reflection discussion of the “lessons learned” from the challenges encountered in this study and 
potential solutions that could be used to mitigate these challenges in future online evaluations.  
Analyses Discussion  
 
Women university athletes’ attitudes, beliefs, and behaviours regarding sexual violence 
have been relatively understudied as research surrounding athletics and sexual violence has 
primarily targeted men (e.g., Crosset, 2016; Murnen & Kohlman, 2007; Young et al., 2017). 
Consequently, the present study sought to explore differences between men and women 
university athletes on key factors related to sexual violence prevention. Pre-test correlational 
analyses revealed some expected similarities in the relationships between key variables for men 
and women. For example, greater rape myth acceptance was significantly correlated with greater 
acceptance of alcohol involved consent and moral disengagement, and lower bystander attitudes 
for both men and women. As well, there was a significant correlation between the acceptance of 
alcohol involved consent and moral disengagement for men and women. For the measure of 
alcohol involved consent, those who score higher have less knowledge and more permissive 
attitudes towards alcohol-involved consent, indicating that those with greater moral 
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disengagement also had less knowledge and more permissive attitudes surrounding alcohol-
involved consent. 
However, the relationship between moral disengagement and key variables differed 
between men and women. For instance, the relationship between higher rape myth acceptance 
and greater moral disengagement was stronger for men than for women. Furthermore, greater 
moral disengagement was significantly correlated with having lower sexual violence knowledge 
and less positive attitudes towards bystander intervention for men but not for women. Also, 
having less bystander intentions were significantly correlated with greater acceptance of alcohol-
involved consent for men but not women. This evidence suggests that moral disengagement may 
work differently for men in comparison to women. Indeed, a survey of college students on moral 
disengagement and ethical decision-making found that men were more likely to morally 
disengage than women (Detert et al., 2008). Additionally, Detert et al. (2008) found that those 
with more empathy (i.e., those who were able to take the perspective of others) were less likely 
to morally disengage. In particular, women may have more empathy for victims than men 
regarding sexually violent situations because women are statistically more likely to be victims of 
sexual violence than men (Statistics Canada, 2017). Indeed, in a survey with undergraduate 
students, those who had been victimized in the past had greater empathy for rape victims than 
those who did not (Osman, 2014). Furthermore, women who had been victims reported the 
strongest empathy for rape victims in comparison to victims who were men or non-victims 
(Osman, 2014). As such, given the increased likelihood that women have been victims of some 
form of sexual violence in comparison to men, it may be that women are less likely to use moral 
disengagement mechanisms surrounding sexual violence and prosocial bystander behaviour.  
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It was expected that gender differences noted in past literature related to bystander 
attitudes and rape myth acceptance would be reproduced, where men tend to report greater rape 
myth acceptance than women (Arnowitz et al., 2012) and women report greater bystander 
attitudes than men (Banyard, 2008; Exner & Cummings, 2011). Consistent with past literature, in 
the present study, men had significantly higher rape myth acceptance scores than women 
(Arnowitz et al., 2012). Men also had significantly higher scores on campus beliefs and myths 
related to alcohol-involved consent than women. This finding is also in line with past literature 
where men reported greater endorsement of campus beliefs and myths than women (Ward et al., 
2012). However, findings from previous research regarding differences between university 
athletes on rape myth acceptance reveal less distinct differences between men and women 
(Navarro & Tewksbury, 2019; Sawyer et al., 2002).  For example, in surveys with university 
athletes on rape myth acceptance, Sawyer et al. (2002) found that athlete men scored higher than 
athlete women on rape myth acceptance, while Navarro and Tewksbury (2019) found no 
significant differences between men and women university athletes. Navarro and Tewksbury 
(2019) suggest that there were no significant differences between men and women in their study 
as participants in their study were Division I athletes, which is a highly competitive stream of 
university athletics. Therefore, Navarro and Tewksbury (2019) posit that this high level of 
competition is related to high levels of self-esteem and confidence, which may promote attitudes 
that sexual violence does not happen to women at their level of athletics. Navarro and 
Tewksbury’s (2019) assertion may explain why differences were found between men and women 
athletes in the present study, as Canadian university athletics have been noted to be less intense 
or competitive than university athletics in the United States (Benrimoh & Smith, 2020).  
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In contrast to previous literature, there was no significant difference between men and 
women on bystander attitudes (Banyard, 2008; Exner & Cummings, 2011). Given that women 
consistently report higher scores than men on bystander attitudes, it is likely that the sample size 
was too small to detect differences that do exist in the wider population. There were only 71 
participants and an especially low group of men (n = 19). Indeed, a power analysis indicated that 
there was over a 50% chance of failing to detect differences that do exist between men and 
women on bystander attitudes. Therefore, it is likely that there was not enough statistical power 
to detect this difference. It is also possible that there were no gender differences between men 
and women athletes. It may be that previous exposure to campus messaging surrounding being a 
prosocial bystander towards sexual violence prevention made an impact with men who are 
athletes, which resulted in no differences between men and women athletes on bystander 
attitudes. University athletes at this campus had been directly involved in a campaign (i.e., React 
to Sexual Assault) that shared messages on preventing sexual violence in past years. However, 
this campaign was not evaluated for its effect on bystander attitudes, so it is not known whether 
university athletes experienced attitudinal changes related to this campaign. Furthermore, it is not 
known whether the athletes that took part in that campaign were the same athletes who 
participated in the present evaluation.  However, it is possible that the presence of a campaign 
such as this within the university athletic program created positive impacts on bystander attitudes 
for university athletes.  
 Following situational action theory (Wikstrom, 2005), it was expected that situation-
related factors would be related to attitudes and behaviours regarding sexual violence. Given the 
newfound freedoms that often come with experiencing university life for the first time (Lindgren 
et al., 2009), it was expected that younger and lower-year students would score higher in moral 
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disengagement than older, upper-year students. Furthermore, as students have identified 
university environments as promoting alcohol use and these environments where excessive 
drinking is encouraged have been associated with fostering sexually violent situations 
(Henderson et al., 2018; Lorenz & Ullman, 206), it was expected that those who reported higher 
drinking levels would have higher moral disengagement than those who did not. These 
hypotheses were not supported; however, it may be that situational factors have a small effect on 
moral disengagement. As Field (2013) notes that a much larger sample size would be needed to 
detect a small effect in regression analyses, it is possible that the impact that situational factors 
such as age, year of study, and alcohol use have on moral disengagement were not detected. 
Another possible explanation is that students were not engaging in high-risk patterns, such as 
heavy drinking that often coincides with experiencing university for the first time, due to the 
COVID-19 pandemic. For instance, in surveying university students about their drinking during 
the COVID-19 pandemic over three semesters and comparing their findings to national trends on 
college drinking, Jaffe et al. (2021) found that college students drank less than what the national 
trends would suggest during the pandemic and not more. Consequently, situational factors that 
may be related to moral disengagement for university students may not have occurred when this 
study took place.  
 It was also expected that alcohol use would significantly predict bystander attitudes and 
opportunities. This hypothesis was partially supported as the frequency of alcohol use was found 
to significantly predict attitudes towards proactive bystander-related opportunities (e.g., 
intentions to attend a class on sexual violence). Specifically, those who reported less drinking 
also reported more positive intentions towards proactive bystander behaviours. This finding 
aligns with situational action theory, which suggests that situational factors (e.g., drinking 
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environments) can influence whether crimes or more likely to occur (Wikstrom, 2005).  
Likewise, past research with university students found that alcohol frequency use predicted 
intentions to intervene for men but not women (Fleming & Wiersma-Mosley, 2015). However, in 
the present study, the frequency of drinking alcohol did not predict intentions to intervene in 
situations of sexual violence but rather participants’ intentions to engage in proactive bystander 
activities (e.g., attending a class on sexual violence). It may be that drinking frequency is related 
to being in drinking environments, which tend to normalize sexual violence (Abbey, 2002; Testa 
& Livingston, 1999). Indeed, in interviews surrounding bystander intervention and university 
drinking environments, university students reported believing that alcohol use was a part of 
being in university and that sexual encounters while drinking were just a part of the university 
environment (Pugh et al., 2016). In particular, participants described how alcohol-involved 
environments (i.e., parties or clubs) were used to seek out sexual partners, which lead them to 
discount situations that may be considered worthy of intervention in other environments (Pugh et 
al., 2016). Consequently, it is possible that people who drink more may be less able to recognize 
that sexual violence is a significant issue where they would need to engage in proactive 
behaviour to prevent it compared to those who drink less.  
It was predicted that foundational knowledge (i.e., sexual violence and alcohol and 
consent knowledge) would be significant predictors for bystander attitudes and opportunities 
above and beyond what was accounted for by gender. This hypothesis was partially supported as 
foundational knowledge was a significant predictor of bystander intervention attitudes, but not 
bystander opportunities. Specifically, sexual violence knowledge and the sexual assault 
programming messages were unique predictors of bystander attitudes, where having stronger 
sexual violence knowledge and understanding of sexual assault programming messages related 
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to alcohol-involved consent were associated with higher bystander attitude scores. This finding is 
consistent with previous research, which found that programs that incorporated foundational 
education were significantly associated with reduced sexual violence perpetration (Rothman & 
Silverman, 2007) and improved bystander scores (Salazar et al., 2019). It is possible that 
foundational education does not predict bystander opportunities as to date this is one of the first 
explorations of the predictive value of foundational education. However, it is reasonable to 
assume that, if individuals had a better understanding of sexual violence, they would be able to 
recognize a greater number of intervention opportunities than those without foundational 
education. It may be more likely foundational knowledge was not a significant predictor of 
bystander opportunities as participants were likely not experiencing opportunities to intervene at 
the same rate as they normally would have had there not been a global pandemic where measures 
to stay at home were in place.  
Additionally, it was hypothesized that having less foundational knowledge would be 
associated with greater rape myth acceptance above and beyond what is accounted for by gender. 
Gender was significant at the initial step and indicated that being a man was a significant 
predictor of rape myth acceptance. However, following the addition of foundational knowledge 
predictors to the model, gender was no longer significant. As such, this hypothesis was partially 
supported as campus beliefs and myths surrounding alcohol-involved consent was a significant 
predictor of rape myth acceptance. The campus beliefs and myths subscale measures knowledge 
of alcohol-involved consent. Those who score higher on this measure have less knowledge and 
more permissive attitudes towards alcohol-involved consent. As such, this finding suggests that 
those who hold more permissive attitudes towards alcohol-involved consent have greater rape 
myth acceptance. This finding aligns with past research, which consistently links alcohol use 
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with sexual violence (Abbey, 2002; Boyle & Walker, 2016; Testa & Livingston, 1999). 
Consequently, education on alcohol use and consent may be crucial in preventing attitudes that 
support sexual violence particularly with university students and those involved in athletic 
programs.   
It was also predicted that foundational knowledge would be a moderator of moral 
disengagement, where foundational knowledge would be related to moral disengagement, which 
would be associated with higher bystander attitudes. This hypothesis was partially supported as 
there was a significant interaction effect between knowledge of sexual assault programming 
messages and moral disengagement. Foundational knowledge (sexual assault programming 
messages) acted as a moderator of moral disengagement. Having stronger foundational 
knowledge appeared to buffer against the negative relationship between moral disengagement 
and bystander attitudes. Consequently, it may be that foundational education is one mechanism 
that could help to reduce moral disengagement and improve bystander attitudes and behaviours.  
This finding is novel, as sexual violence research has only explored the relationship 
between moral disengagement and sexual harassment to date (Page et al., 2016) and had not 
explored the relationship between moral disengagement and sexual violence prevention. 
However, these results corroborate past research findings in different areas, which found that the 
use of foundational education helped prevent moral disengagement related to violent extremism 
(Aly et al., 2014) and antisocial behaviour (Bustamante & Chaux, 2014). This evidence suggests 
that foundational education may make it more challenging for individuals to morally disengage 
as foundational education can explicitly target mechanisms that perpetrators use to excuse sexual 
violence. For example, if athletes are taught drunk partners cannot consent, it would be 
particularly challenging to morally disengage by shifting the blame from themselves/others to the 
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victim (e.g., they were drunk, they did not say “no”). Therefore, the theory of moral 
disengagement may be a valuable theory to apply to sexual violence prevention programs, where 
moral disengagement mechanisms towards sexual violence are targeted to inhibit these 
mechanisms and boost the effects of BIT.  
At immediate post-test, it was predicted that group 1 and group 2 (the intervention 
groups) would have higher bystander scores, consent beliefs and behaviours, and lower rape 
myth acceptance than group 3 (the control group). Results indicated only one significant 
difference between groups 1 and 2 on subscale four of sexual consent beliefs and behaviours 
(i.e., sexual consent norms). Group 1 had significantly higher scores on harmful consent norms 
than group 2. Group 2 received the extra modules on sexual violence and sexual consent, while 
group 1 only received a module on bystander intervention. This evidence suggests that the 
module did help to shift attitudes where participants in group 2 were less likely to endorse 
harmful sexual consent norms. However, the control group (who received none of the modules) 
did not significantly differ from Group 2.  
It was also expected that group 2 would be higher in foundational knowledge than groups 
3 and 1 and that foundational knowledge would be related to lower moral disengagement scores 
and higher bystander attitudes. However, this hypothesis was not supported as there were no 
significant differences between groups on foundational knowledge, moral disengagement, or 
bystander attitudes at immediate post-test. It is possible that there was not enough power to 
detect differences that did exist between groups due to the very small sample sizes. Comparisons 
across time provide one line of evidence that there may not have been enough power to detect 
differences, given that expected changes were experienced across time within groups.  
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Comparisons across time revealed significant changes for groups 1 and 2. In exploring 
whether there were significant changes in key variables from pre-test to post-test for group 1, it 
was found that moral disengagement scores differed significantly between pre-test and post-test. 
This finding indicated that group 1 had significantly lower moral disengagement scores after the 
intervention than before the intervention. Furthermore, bystander attitudes scores differed 
significantly between pre-test and post-test, indicating that participants had significantly higher 
intentions to intervene after the intervention than before. Participant scores moved in the 
expected direction for group 1 (who only received BIT).  
However, it was evident that the effects of BIT were not long-lasting, as, at 2-month 
follow-up, participants had significantly lower scores on bystander intentions compared to 
immediate post-test. While moral disengagement scores increased at 2-month follow-up, this 
difference was not statistically significant. These findings are consistent with past evaluations of 
bystander intervention programs where effects of the intervention (i.e., improved intentions to 
intervene) were evident at immediate post-test but then faded in the following months (Exner-
Cortens & Cummings, 2017; DeGue et al., 2014; Hines & Reed, 2017). Furthermore, this group 
only received one module on bystander intervention, and the length of programming received 
was short (i.e., approximately 20 minutes long). In their review of sexual violence prevention 
programs, DeGue et al. (2014) note that more effective programs tend to include multiple 
intervention components and are, on average, two to three times longer than less effective 
programs. Consequently, the intervention group 1 received likely was not long or comprehensive 
enough to produce lasting effects. The impact of a longer and more comprehensive intervention 
was apparent in the program effects experienced by group 2.  
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For group 2, sexual assault programming messages, positive attitudes towards 
establishing consent, and bystander intervention intentions differed significantly between pre-test 
and post-test. Participants had better knowledge of alcohol-involved consent, more positive 
attitudes towards establishing consent, and greater intentions towards bystander intervention 
after the intervention than before the intervention. Furthermore, these effects were sustained at 
two-month follow-up. This finding suggests that foundational education may be an important 
component to longer-lasting change towards sexual violence prevention and fits with DeGue et 
al.’s (2014) finding that longer and more comprehensive programs tend to be more effective than 
shorter, less comprehensive programs.  
It was expected that intervention effects would be more pronounced for group 2 in 
comparison to other groups, given the additional foundational education this group received. 
While the intervention for this group appears to be more effective as there were more changes on 
key variables for participants in group 2 in comparison to group 1and group 3 over time, as 
previously mentioned, there were no significant differences between groups on these variables. It 
may be that the sample sizes were too small to achieve enough power to detect differences that 
did exist between the groups. Furthermore, the small sample sizes coupled with the lower power 
inherent in non-parametric tests compared to parametric tests may have further increased the 
likelihood of making a Type II error (Grech & Calleja, 2018).  Nonetheless, the sustained change 
over time for group 2 does provide some evidence that the intervention that included 
foundational education produced desired effects towards sexual violence prevention.  
It was hypothesized that group 3’s scores would remain the same across time-points as 
this group did not receive any intervention programming. This hypothesis was supported as there 
were no significant differences on any key variables between pre-test and post-test for group 3. 
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The fact that group 3 did not change over time is a second line of evidence that knowledge and 
attitudinal changes experienced by participants in group 1 and group 2 were attributable to the 
intervention programs and not to other influences. While some group differences were able to be 
explored, the low participation rates made running certain analyses impossible, and the analyses 
that were conducted had low power to detect differences. The following section discusses factors 
that may have been related to participation and engagement in the study, such as the COVID-19 
pandemic.  
Reflections and Lessons Learned 
 
 One reason for low participation rates may be due to the impact of COVID-19. On March 
11, 2020, the World Health Organization declared COVID-19 a pandemic (Regina Leader-Post, 
2021). The first case of COVID-19 arrived in Saskatchewan on March 12, 2020, and a state of 
emergency was declared in Saskatchewan on March 18, 2020, and restrictions were placed on 
work and social life (Government of Saskatchewan, 2021). On March 20, 2020, in-class learning 
was suspended, and as of June 2021, in-class learning had not resumed on the USask campus.   
 While USask maintained online classes, adverse effects have been experienced by 
students as a result of the pandemic. For example, in a survey with university students on their 
wellbeing during the pandemic, students reported fearing for their health and the health of their 
friends and family, difficulty sleeping, fewer social interactions, and worrying about their 
academics (Son et al., 2020). Similarly, in a comparison of pre-pandemic students and students 
in university during the pandemic, students in university during the pandemic reported 
significantly greater depressive symptoms, anger, mania, alcohol use, and stress (Charles et al., 
2021). It may be that USask students experienced similar challenges, especially nearly a year 
into living during a pandemic, which is when this project took place.  
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 On top of the mental health issues identified by students, students also reported 
challenges with online learning. In a survey of university students about the effects of online 
learning during COVID-19, students reported feeling less connected to their peers, feeling less 
motivated to complete online assignments, putting less time and effort into working on their 
assignments, and attending fewer classes in comparison to attending classes before COVID-19 
and online learning (Boardman et al., 2020). It is possible that USask students had similar 
experiences with online learning. Given that participating in this study may have felt similar to 
taking an online class and completing an assignment (particularly for those assigned to 
intervention groups), it is possible that student participants felt a similar low motivation and 
desire to spend time and expend effort on this study. The COVID-19 pandemic may also have 
impacted other areas this study was posed to explore, such as bystander behaviours.  
 Potentially related to the COVID-19 pandemic (e.g., stay at home measures), participants 
may have had fewer opportunities to engage in bystander behaviours. However, even at pre-test, 
where participants were asked to think about the previous two years (which included pre-
pandemic time), participants reported relatively few opportunities to engage in bystander 
behaviours noted in the bystander behaviour measure. For example, no participants indicated that 
they had ever had an opportunity to help a stranger in a dorm room. Furthermore, little to no 
participants reported that they had the opportunity to go with a friend to a police department to 
report, tell an RA about a rape case, or confront a friend who was planning to give someone 
alcohol to get sex or who was hooking up with someone passed out (see Table 1). However, 
given that the largest percentage of participants were first-year students (36.6%), they may have 
never had the opportunity to be in a dorm room or talk to an RA as the university had shut-down 
to student residences. Further, given that the bystander measures have primarily been developed 
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through research conducted with universities in the United States (e.g., Banyard et al., 2014; 
McMahon et al., 2014), the present items may not directly translate to bystander opportunities in 
Canadian contexts. McMahon et al. (2017) note that it would be valuable for future research to 
investigate whether there is a “core” group of bystander behaviours that are relevant across 
universities. Further, McMahon et al. (2017) suggest that it may be important to include open-
ended questions regarding bystander behaviours to capture opportunities that may be unique to 
particular universities. Consequently, it is possible that the provided items did not translate to 
opportunities students do have in the Canadian university context.  
Lower levels of bystander opportunities on these items that tend to be considered “more 
serious” are consistent with Stout’s (1991) notion of the continuum of sexual violence, where 
Stout notes that actions at the end of the continuum (e.g., rape) tend to occur less than actions at 
the start (e.g., sexist language, catcalling, harassment). Indeed, a larger number of participants 
reported that they had the opportunity to intervene when a friend made a sexist joke or in a 
catcalling situation. Importantly, Stout (1991) argues that actions at the start of the continuum 
(e.g., catcalling) create a culture where actions at the end of the continuum (e.g., rape) are more 
easily justified. Given that these situations seem to be encountered more often by students, it 
may be valuable for sexual violence prevention programs to spend a larger proportion of time 
teaching students how to intervene against actions at the start of the continuum. Nonetheless, 
there were challenges related to measuring bystander behaviours in this study that may have been 
an artifact of a global pandemic and/or issues related to the measure.  
Another significant challenge in this study was intervention implementation. In 
discussing violence prevention programs, Orchowski (2019) suggests that programs may have 
mixed findings because they failed to fully address program implementation. In particular, 
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Orchowski (2019) shares that prevention programs may only reach the surface level of a 
community when a strategic plan to target program resistance within the community is not in 
place. Given that student athletes have been highlighted as an at-risk group for sexual violence 
(Crosset, 2016; Young et al., 2017), it is possible that there was high resistance to programs like 
this for student participants within this community. As such, strategic planning to produce 
successful program implementation should have been more carefully considered.  
 There are several factors regarding the community climate that are related to the 
successful implementation of a program. First, Noonan et al. (2009) note that a good 
environment for implementation includes evident support of the program from leaders within the 
community. This project did have support from staff leaders within the athletic community, who 
were committed to focusing on sexual violence prevention. In fact, staff had already completed 
the intervention program before encouraging student athletes to participate. Furthermore, 
communication about the study came from senior leaders and coaches who actively tried to 
encourage athletes to participate. However, the support of senior leaders and coaches may not 
have been expressed as clearly to athletes as it may have been under regular circumstances, due 
to restrictions in social interactions (e.g., limitations on practices and gathering in person). 
 Second, Noonan et al. (2009) identify that the objectives of the intervention program 
should be transparent to participants. While it may be obvious that the program’s goal was to 
prevent sexual violence, there could have been increased clarity surrounding why athletes should 
participate in the program coming directly from senior leaders. The study recruitment 
notification that went out to student athletes framed the study objective as that taking the 
program would establish student athletes as highly visible leaders who could take up the mantle 
to prevent sexual violence on campus. However, senior leaders did not directly support this 
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message but rather encouraged athletes to participate as an important part of their continuing 
personal development. These differing messages surrounding intervention program objectives 
may have affected the successful implementation of the program. Furthermore, while the 
program was not mandatory for student athletes, leaders suggested that they intended to make the 
intervention program mandatory in future years. Had this information been communicated to 
student athletes, they may have been more likely to participate in the study, given that they may 
be required to take the intervention program in the future. Ultimately, clearer messaging about 
program objectives may have led to a more successful implementation of the intervention 
program and study.  
 Third, Noonan et al. (2009) indicate that there should be sufficient training and resources 
for using the intervention program. There was an assumption that the surveys and program 
intervention were self-explanatory; however, that may not have been the case. Running a training 
session with interested or potential participants may have been beneficial, particularly if 
participants encountered any issues accessing the intervention program or surveys or returning to 
them if they had decided to take a break. Running a training session may have reduced 
participant attrition if they knew how to address any challenges they encountered and would help 
ensure that they would be equipped to do so rather than opting to exit the study. Furthermore, 
more sufficient resources could have been provided to participants regarding the time to 
participate. As previously noted, participants may have been feeling strain related to the COVID-
19 pandemic and may have already been struggling to complete their coursework and athletic 
training. Had the study and intervention program been able to take the place of one of their 




 Fourth, Noonan et al. (2009) note that participants should have the opportunity to obtain 
support regarding the use of the intervention program. While participants were encouraged 
through email to contact the researcher if they were having any issues with the study and 
intervention program, this encouragement may not have been sufficient. Given that participants 
had never met the researcher, they may not have felt comfortable contacting the researcher for 
assistance. Indeed, throughout the study, only one participant contacted the researcher with 
questions. It may be that other participants encountered challenges but did not contact the 
researcher for assistance and ended up dropping off from the study instead. Ultimately, 
implementation issues may be one explanation for low participation rates and the high rate of 
participant attrition that occurred throughout the study.  
 Another critical aspect of program implementation that should have been more 
thoroughly considered was participant engagement. In the initial conception for this project, the 
intention was to run an in-person program; however, the presence of a global pandemic made 
that intention impossible. Although we adapted to this change by opting to evaluate an online 
program, online educational environments are inherently different from in-person ones, 
particularly in terms of participant engagement, and this factor should have been regarded more 
carefully. One aspect that was used to encourage participation was incentives. Incentives in the 
form of $5.00 Starbucks gift cards were used in this project. The intention was to follow best 
practices for incentives as laid out by Dillman et al. (2014), who indicate to follow the principles 
of social exchange theory (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Social exchange theory suggests that 
“social exchange involves a series of interactions that generate obligations” (Cropanzo & 
Mitchell, 2005, p. 874). As such, Dillman et al. (2014) note that research incentives should be 
provided before a study is completed by participants rather than after. Dillman et al. (2014) 
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suggest that providing incentives at the onset of a study builds trust with participants and serves 
to encourage reciprocity in the study.  
The current study sought to follow Dillman et al.’s (2014) best practices; however, this 
was challenging due to the online environment and university incentive guidelines. University 
guidelines required maintaining a list of participants’ personal information (i.e., name and 
address) who had received incentives. Consequently, rather than instantly receiving their gift 
card at the start of the project, participants had to enter their information first, which was then 
recorded. Following that, participants would be sent a gift card. In some cases, participants may 
have completed the first part of the study prior to receiving their gift card. As such, it is likely 
that the notion of reciprocity was not activated for participants, given that they did not receive 
the gift cards at the intended time. Had the incentive process worked as intended, the notion of 
reciprocity should have been engaged, and this may have resulted in less participant attrition 
throughout the study.  
Additionally, having to record participant personal information may have made 
participants less likely to want to participate. While it was made clear to participants that 
personal information was kept entirely separate from participant data, participants may have had 
concerns that their data would become identifiable by leaving their personal information. These 
challenges may have been avoided if the project had been able to be conducted in person. In-
person research may have made it easier to build trust with participants and address any concerns 
about the confidentiality of their data. As well, if conducted in-person, participants would have 
likely been able to enter their information on a sign-in sheet and receive a gift card before 
participating in the study; therefore, better following social exchange theory and allowing for the 
 
 92 
opportunity for reciprocity. In addition to the challenges related to providing incentives online, 
there were also challenges related to delivering a sexual violence prevention intervention online.  
The intervention program was a similar format to a Massive Open Online Course 
(MOOC) format. Consistent with the high attrition rates in this project, MOOCs have been 
reported to have completion rates lower than 10% (Gütl et al., 2014). It should be noted that 
research with undergraduate students surrounding MOOC completion found that students who 
completed a MOOC scored higher in self-regulated learning and self-motivation than those who 
did not (Reparaz et al., 2020). As research has identified student learning challenges associated 
with the COVID-19 pandemic (Boardman et al., 2020), participants in this course may have had 
even lower self-regulated learning and self-motivation levels than they usually would have. 
Nonetheless, aspects related to participant engagement in online education should be taken into 
account.  
 Researchers have explored why there are such high attrition rates in MOOCs and have 
provided several solutions to mitigate this problem (Angelino et al., 2007; Gütl et al., 2014; 
Sunar et al., 2017). These solutions centre around increased instructor-student and student-
student interactions (e.g., instructors introducing themselves via video, contacting students 
through phone calls, and building student learning communities; Angelino et al., 2007; Sunar et 
al., 2017). As previously noted, participants’ only communication with the instructor (or 
researcher in this case) was through email. A more concerted effort to have a face-to-face virtual 
introduction of the researcher (e.g., through a taped video or video conferencing) with 




 Likewise, creating opportunities for participants who received the intervention program 
to interact with each other may be especially important for enhancing participant engagement. 
For instance, in conducting a social network analysis of nearly 10,000 MOOC learners, Sunar et 
al. (2017) found that those who followed and interacted with another MOOC learner were 
significantly more likely to complete the course than those who did not. As such, Sunar et al. 
(2017) and Angelino et al. (2007) recommend providing a discussion board or creating learning 
communities within the MOOC to foster participant engagement.  
In particular, discussion groups may have been a valuable addition to the intervention 
program and may have also helped to foster communication and further learning between peers 
about program content. In fact, in evaluating a program focused on using discussion groups 
surrounding sexual violence prevention (i.e., Coaching Boys into Men [CBIM]) with high school 
athletes), Miller et al. (2012) found significant improvements in bystander intentions, recognition 
of abusive behaviour, and bystander behaviours for intervention participants in comparison to 
control group participants. CBIM is grounded in social norms theory, which suggests that one’s 
behaviour is influenced by the perceptions and behaviours of peers (Miller et al., 2012). 
Therefore, having discussion groups may have helped foster participant engagement and improve 
group norms surrounding the prevention of sexual violence.  
The perception of peers may be especially influential for men in university athletics. For 
instance, in surveying high school students on gender equity, rape myth acceptance, and peer 
support of violence, Bogen et al. (2020) found that boy athletes had lower scores on gender 
equity and higher scores on rape myth acceptance and peer support of violence than girl athletes 
and non-athletes. As well, Warren et al. (2015) found that peer support of abuse and masculine 
gender norms were associated with the perpetration of sexual assault. Indeed, masculine gender 
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norms may be another important factor to consider that may be related to peer support of abuse, 
especially for athletes who are men. In their meta-analysis of athletic participation, fraternity 
membership, and sexual aggression, Murnan and Kohlman (2007) found that hypermasculinity 
was the strongest differentiating factor between men who were athletes or fraternity members 
and those who were not. Considering ways of targeting peer perceptions and masculine gender 
norms may be particularly important in promoting sexual violence prevention for men who are 
university athletes.  
 While participation rates were low in general, they were especially low for men. Overall, 
approximately 18% of all university athletes at the university participated; however, of athletes 
who were men, only 7.95% participated. The low participation of men in sexual violence 
prevention programs is not a unique challenge to this study and has been well-documented 
(Newlands & O’Donohue, 2016; Rich et al., 2010). In surveying college men’s attitudes towards 
sexual violence prevention education using open-ended questions, Rich et al. (2010) found that 
men were not interested in these programs due to a lack of personal relevance and a fear of being 
targeted as perpetrators. However, at the same time, the majority reported feeling supportive of 
men who volunteered in sexual violence prevention programs and embraced the masculine role 
of being protective of women (Rich et al., 2010). Interestingly, men in this study preferred a 
mixed-gender approach to prevention programs and indicated that they felt this environment 
would be less likely to feel like they were being targeted as perpetrators (Rich et al., 2020). This 
evidence suggests that sexual violence prevention educators need to work to increase personal 
relevance and direct men’s interest in protecting women towards prevention efforts, such as 
being an effective bystander. Indeed, Flood (2019) notes that men who become interested in 
sexual violence prevention have some sort of “sensitizing experience,” which increases the 
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personal relevance of sexual violence for them (p. 139). Flood (2019) indicates that one of the 
most influential sensitizing experiences is hearing the stories of survivors who are women. 
Rather than having women share traumatic experiences to encourage engagement from 
men, sensitizing experiences could potentially be achieved through sharing media stories of 
prominent cases of sexual violence. The BITB® program already does this; though, it is used as 
a teaching tool to understand the many opportunities bystanders have in preventing sexual 
violence and coming up with ways bystanders could intervene in situations of sexual violence 
(Banyard et al., 2004). Instead, the sharing of a prominent media story could be used as a 
sensitizing experience to increase personal relevance and garner men’s initial engagement in 
sexual violence intervention programs. Educators should also pay increased attention to the 
atmosphere they create and actively work towards relaying that everyone has a role to play in 
sexual violence prevention rather than singling out men in their efforts.  
Despite men advocating for mixed-gender programs, evidence suggests that gender-
specific programs may be more promising than mixed-gender programs (Newlands & 
O’Donahue, 2016; Piccigallo et al., 2012). For instance, Newlands and O’Donahue’s (2016) 
review of sexual violence prevention on university campuses found that gender-specific 
interventions may be more effective than mixed-gender programs. Newlands and O’Donahue 
(2016) note that these more specific programs may be more effective given that only the 
information that is most relevant to the targeted gender can be included. Consequently, no time is 
wasted (as it may be in a mixed-gender program) on information that may be considered 
irrelevant to participants.  
While gender-specific programs have been found to be more effective (Newlands & 
O’Donahue, 2016), it may be how men are approached for the program and what the program 
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atmosphere is that are the factors that encourage men to participate rather than the gender-
specific aspect of the program. Indeed, Piccigallo et al. (2012) interviewed college men involved 
in sexual violence prevention programs for men to better understand why they got involved in 
these groups and found that the approach of the program and the person who recruited them 
impacted their decision to participate. Men noted the importance of a program that approached 
men as potential helpers rather than perpetrators and indicated feeling less defensive when this 
approach was used by programs (Piccigallo et al., 2012). Additionally, men reported that it was 
important for the person who approached them to be another man and suggested that they would 
feel more interested and comfortable conversing with a man than a woman. Furthermore, men 
indicated the importance of seeing influential peers that were men taking part in the program 
(Piccigallo et al., 2012). 
 The intervention program used in the current study was a mixed-gender program in the 
sense that all student members of the athletic community were approached to participate and not 
just men. Additionally, the program’s premise was to approach men as potential helpers and 
leaders in the fight against sexual violence rather than perpetrators. However, given Piccigallo et 
al.’s (2012) finding, it may be necessary to identify leaders in the athletic community that were 
men and to engage them first so that they could work to engage their peers. This strategy is 
employed by another bystander intervention program (i.e., Green Dot Bystander Intervention), 
which has demonstrated promising results in reducing rates of sexual violence among men 
university students (Coker et al., 2015). Consequently, seeking out influential leaders within the 
athletic community may have been one strategy that could have been used in the current study to 






 There are several limitations to the current study. First, any findings should be interpreted 
with caution, given that the data violated assumptions on several of the statistical tests used at 
pre-test. There was a small sample size at the outset of the study, followed by a high attrition rate 
(68% from pre-test to post-test and 48% from post-test to 2-month follow-up). This attrition rate 
is much higher than previous evaluations on in-person sexual violence prevention programs 
(Exner-Cortens & Cummings, 2017; Morean et al., 2018; Moynihan et al., 2010). However, the 
attrition rate was closer to past evaluations of online sexual violence prevention programs (Hines 
& Reed, 2017; Salazar et al., 2019). The attrition rate was consistent with online education 
programs, such as MOOCs, which have a similar format to the intervention program used in this 
study (Gütl, 2014). While online formats may be a promising avenue for sexual violence 
prevention education, extra considerations may need to be taken regarding how to keep 
participants engaged in the program. In addition to the small sample size, there was a notably 
low proportion of men compared to women who participated in the program. As previously 
mentioned, low participation rates for men is not a new issue for sexual violence prevention 
education (Newlands & O’Donohue, 2016; Rich et al., 2010). However, similar to how extra 
consideration needs to be taken regarding participant engagement in online education, extra 
consideration should be taken to encourage the participation of men in this type of education.  
 Furthermore, while intervention-related effects were found over time points for groups 1 
and 2, these effects were related to knowledge and attitudinal changes. A criticism of past 
evaluations of bystander intervention programs is the failure to measure behaviour change 
(DeGue et al., 2014). Even though the project’s goal was to measure behavioural changes 
stemming from the intervention program, this was particularly challenging due to the study 
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taking place during a global pandemic where orders to stay at home were in place (see 
Government of Saskatchewan, 2021; Government of Canada, 2021). As many opportunities for 
bystander behaviours occur within social settings, it was unlikely that participants would have 
had the opportunity to practice bystander behaviours even if they had the desire to do so as a 
result of the intervention program they received. However, it is also possible that the 
opportunities listed in the bystander behaviours measure were not relevant to the experiences of 
university athletes in Canada as this measure was developed for American university contexts 
(McMahon et al., 2014). Nonetheless, while the current study could only measure attitudinal 
changes, previous research indicates that intentions predict behaviour (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1974; 
McMahon et al., 2015).  
Future Research 
 This study was one of the first to explore whether the provision of foundational education 
has beneficial additive effects to BIT. The sustained attitudinal changes over time for group 2, 
which did not occur for group 1 or group 3, provides one line of evidence of the potential 
importance of foundational education. However, further investigation with a larger sample size is 
required to determine if and how the addition of foundational education to BIT impacts 
university athletes’ attitudes and behaviours surrounding sexual violence. As the present study 
could not identify changes in behaviour due to low participant opportunities to engage in 
bystander behaviour, future research should also explore whether current measures of bystander 
behaviour that were developed in the United States are relevant to Canadian university athletes.  
This study marks the novel exploration of moral disengagement as a mechanism related 
to bystander intervention in situations of sexual violence. At pre-test, findings indicated a 
relationship between foundational education and moral disengagement on bystander attitudes, 
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where higher bystander attitudes were associated with greater foundational education and lower 
moral disengagement. It may be that foundational education serves as a buffer to moral 
disengagement resulting in higher bystander scores than those who do not receive foundational 
education. However, due to the low sample size and the need to use non-parametric tests, 
temporal order of this relationship could not be established. Therefore, longitudinal research with 
a larger sample size is required to establish whether foundational education does reduce moral 
disengagement mechanisms surrounding bystander attitudes for university athletes. Furthermore, 
given that knowledge surrounding alcohol-involved consent was a significant predictor of rape 
myth acceptance and bystander attitudes for university athletes, it would be valuable to explore 
whether this is a significant predictor for different university subgroups (e.g., first-year students).  
Despite the challenges experienced in this study, valuable lessons were learned that could 
inform future evaluations of online sexual violence prevention education with university athletes. 
Future research evaluating online sexual violence prevention programs with university athletes 
should consider the aforementioned implementation and participant engagement issues. In 
particular, future evaluations of online sexual violence prevention programs should carefully 
consider how to best mitigate the participant engagement barriers that naturally occur within 
online environments and apply evidence-informed strategies to address those barriers at the 
study’s outset. Specifically, evaluation planning of online interventions can benefit from the 
findings of higher education research on student engagement challenges in MOOCs and apply 
these engagement strategies to their intervention implementation.  
Moreover, careful attention should be paid regarding how to best reach the target 
intervention audience, particularly for subgroups that have been identified as less likely to 
participate. In the present study, there was low participation from athletes that were men, which 
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could potentially have been increased through first identifying leaders that were men that could 
work to encourage their peers to participate. Further, peer discussion groups may also have 
helped to encourage sustained engagement for participants, particularly for men. These strategies 
are not novel and have been employed in in-person BIT programs (Coker et al., 2015; Miller et 
al., 2012). As such, effective components of in-person interventions should be learned from and 
adapted for use in online interventions to improve participation rates for specific groups.  
Conclusion  
Notwithstanding methodological challenges, this study provided some evidence of the 
important information that foundational education contributes to BIT for student athletes. 
Furthermore, this study was one of the first to apply the theory of moral disengagement to 
bystander attitudes surrounding sexual violence. Although causal relationships and temporal 
order between foundational education, moral disengagement, and bystander attitudes could not 
be established, the present study suggests that this is a valuable line of inquiry for future 
investigation.  
This study also contributed many lessons that can be taken into future evaluation research 
of online sexual violence prevention programs aimed at specific groups. Particularly, that 
strategic planning around intervention implementation and approaches to mitigating barriers to 
participation is vital even in the online environment. This study also highlighted the importance 
of considering how to adapt effective strategies for garnering participation used in in-person 
interventions to online ones. As a result, the outcome of this study and the lessons learned can 
help guide future research and practice for effective evaluation of sexual violence prevention 
programming in online environments with specific groups such as university athletes. Effective 
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program implementation and evaluation are crucial to developing programs that can prevent 






Abbey, A. (2002). Alcohol-related sexual assault: A common problem among college students. 
Journal of Studies on Alcohol and Drugs, 14, 118-128. 
https://doi.org/10.15288/jsas.2002.s14.118 
Ajzen, I. & Fishbein, M. (1974). Factors influencing intentions and the intention-behaviour 
relation. Human Relations, 27(1), 1-15. https://doi.org/10.1177/001872677402700101 
Almeida, A., Correia, I., & Marinho, S. (2009). Moral disengagement, normative beliefs of peer 
group, and attitudes regarding roles in bullying. Journal of School Violence, 9(1), 23-36. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15388220903185639  
Aly, A., Taylor, E., & Karnovsky, S. (2014). Moral disengagement and building resilience to 
violent extremism: An education intervention. Studies in Conflict & Terrorism, 37(4), 
369-385. https://doi.org/10.1080/1057610X.2014.879379 
Angelino, L. M., Keels Williams, F., & Natvig, D. (2007). Strategies to engage online students 
and reduce attrition rates. The Journal of Educators Online, 4(2), 1-14. 
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ907749.pdf  
Aronowitz, T., Lambert, C. A., & Davidoff, S. (2012). The role of rape myth acceptance in the 
social norms regarding sexual behaviour among college students. Journal of Community 
Health Nursing, 29(3), 173-182. https://doi.org/10.1080/07370016.2012.697852  
Bandura, A. (1990). Mechanisms of moral disengagement. In W. Reich (Ed.), Origins of 





Bandura, A., Barbaranelli, C., Caprara, G. V., & Pastorelli, C. (1996). Mechanisms of moral 
disengagement in the exercise of moral agency. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 71(2), 364-374. 
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.834.9645&rep=rep1&type=pdf 
Banyard, V.L. (2008). Measurement and correlates of prosocial bystander behaviour: The case of
 interpersonal violence. Violence and Victims, 23(1), 83-97. https://doi.org/10.1891/0886
 6708.23.1.83 
Banyard, V. L., Moynihan, M. M., Cares, A. C., & Warner, R. (2014). How do we know if it 
works? Measuring outcomes in bystander-focused abuse prevention on campus. 
Psychology of Violence, 4(1), 101-115. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033470 
Banyard, V. L., Plante, E. G., & Moynihan, M. M. (2004). Bystander education: Bringing a 
broader community perspective to sexual violence prevention. Journal of Community 
Psychology, 32(1), 61-79. https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.10078 
Baxter, D. (2018, May 2018). U of S volleyball coach fired for recruiting player facing sexual 
assault charges. Global News. https://globalnews.ca/news/4216658/u-of-s-firevolleyball-
coach-following-comments-related-to-sexual-assault/ 
Benrimoh, S. M., & Smith, B. (2020). A tale of two leagues: Differences between U Sports and 
the NCAA. The Ubyssey. https://www.ubyssey.ca/sports/differences-usports-ncaa/ 
Beres, M. (2020). Perspectives of rape-prevention educators on the role of consent in sexual 




Bevens, C. L., & Loughnan, S. (2019). Insights into men’s sexual aggression toward women: 
Dehumanization and objectification. Sex Roles, 81, 713-730. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-019-01024-0 
Boardley, I. D., & Kavussanu, M. (2009). The influence of social variable and moral 
disengagement on prosocial and antisocial behaviours in hockey and netball. Journal of 
Sport Sciences, 27(8), 843-854. https://doi.org/10.1080/02640410902887283 
Boardley, I. D., & Kavussanu, M. (2010). Effects of goal orientation and perceived value of 
toughness on antisocial behavior in soccer: The mediating role of moral disengagement. 
Journal of Sport and Exercise Psychology, 32, 176-192. 
https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.32.2.176 
Boardman, K. L., Vargas, S. A., Cotler, J. L., Burshteyn, D., & College, S. (2020). Effects of 
emergency online learning during COVID-19 pandemic on student performance and 
connectedness [Conference session]. 2020 Proceedings of EDSIG Virtual Conference. 
http://proc.iscap.info/2020/pdf/5361.pdf 
Bogen, K. W., Mazherudden, M. M., & Orchowski, L. M. (2020). Gender-equitable attitudes, 
rape myth acceptance, and perceived peer acceptance of violence among high school 
students: An examination of gender and athletic involvement. Journal of Interpersonal 
Violence. Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260520958649 
Boyle, K. M., & Walker, L. S. (2016). The neutralization and denial of sexual violence in college 




Bustamante, A., & Chaux, E. (2014). Reducing moral disengagement mechanisms: A 
comparison of two interventions. Journal of Latino/Latin American Studies, 6(1), 52-63. 
https://doi.org/10.18085/llas.6.1.123583644gg115t3  
CBC Sports. (2005, October 19). McGill scraps football season over hazing. CBC News. 
https://www.cbc.ca/sports/football/mcgill-scraps-football-season-over-hazing-1.553792  
Charles, N. E., Strong, S. J., Burns, L. C., Bullerjahn, M. R., & Serafine, K. M. (2021). Increased 
mood disorder symptoms, perceived stress, and alcohol use among college students 
during the COVID-19 pandemic. Psychiatry Research, 296, 113706. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2021.113706 
Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.). Lawrence 
Erlbaum Associates.  
Coker, A. L., Fisher, B. S., Bush, H. M., Swan, S. C., Williams, C. M., Clear, E. R., & DeGue, S.  
(2015). Evaluation of the green dot bystander intervention to reduce interpersonal 
violence among college students across three campuses. Violence Against Women, 
21(12), 1507-1527. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801214545284 
Costello, A. B., & Osborne, J. W. (2005). Best practices in exploratory factor analysis: Four 
recommendations for getting the most from your analysis. Practical Assessment, 
Research & Evaluation, 10(7), 1- 9. https://doi.org/10.7275/jyj1-4868 
Cropanzano, R. & Mitchell, M. S. (2005). Social exchange theory: An interdisciplinary review. 
Journal of Management, 31(6), 874-900. https://doi.org/ 10.1177/0149206305279602 
Crosset, T. W. (2016). Athletes, sexual assault, and universities’ failure to address rape-prone 
subcultures on campus. In S. C. Wooten & R. W. Mitchell (Eds.), The crisis of campus 
sexual violence: Critical perspectives on prevention and response (pp. 74-91). Routledge. 
 
 106 
DeGue, S., Valle, L. A., Holt, M. K., Massetti, G. M., Matjasko, J. L., & Tharp, A. T. (2014). A 
systematic review of primary prevention strategies for sexual violence perpetration. 
Aggression and Violent Behavior, 19, 346-362. 
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.avh.2014.05.004  
Demming, M.E., Covan, E. K., Swan S. C., & Billings, D. L. (2013). Exploring rape myths, 
gendered norms, group processing, and the social context of rape among college women: 
A qualitative analysis. Violence against Women, 19, 465-485. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801213487044 
Detert, J. R., Treviño, L. K., & Sweitzer, V. L. (2008). Moral disengagement in ethical decision 
making: A study of antecedents and outcomes. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(20) 
374-391. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.2.374 
DeVellis, R. F. (2017). Scale development: Theory and applications (4th ed.). SAGE.  
Dillman, D. A., Smyth, J. D., & Christian, L. M. (2014). Internet, phone, and mixed-mode 
surveys: The tailored design method. John Wiley & Sons.  
Doramajian, C., & Bukowski, W. M. (2015). A longitudinal study of the associations between 
moral disengagement and active defending versus passive bystanding during bullying 
situations. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 61(1), 144-172. 
https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.13110/merrpalmquar1982.61.1.0144 
Exner, D., & Cummings, N. (2011). Implications for sexual assault prevention: College students 




Exner-Cortens, D., & Cummings, N. (2017). Bystander-based sexual violence prevention with 
college athletes: A pilot randomized trial. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 36(1-2), 
188-211. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517733279 
Frazier, P., & Borgida, E. (1988). Juror common understanding and the admissibility of rape 
trauma syndrome evidence in court. Law and Human Behavior, 12(2), 101-122. 
https://www.jstor.org/stable/1393860 
Ferguson, E., & Cox, T. (1993). Exploratory factor analysis: A user’s guide. International 
Journal of Selection and Assessment, 1(2), 84-94. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-
2389.1993.tb00092.x 
Field, A. (2013). Discovering statistics IMB SPSS statistics (4th ed.). SAGE Publications Ltd.  
Fleming, W. M., & Wiersma-Mosley, J. D. (2015). The role of alcohol consumption patterns and 
pro-social bystander interventions in contexts of gender violence. Violence Against 
Women, 21(10), 1259-1283. https://doi.org/10.11771077801215592721 
Flood, M. (2019). Engaging men and boys in violence prevention. Palgrave Macmillan. 
https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-44208-6 
Foubert, J. D., & Cowell, E. A. (2004). Perceptions of a rape prevention program by fraternity 
men and male student athletes: Powerful effects and implications for changing behavior. 
NASPA Journal, 42(1), 1-20. https://doi.org/10.2202/1949-6605.1411 
Fuller, R. D., Harrison, C. K., Lawrence, S. M., Eyanson, J., & Mcardle, D. (2017). “I will 
change the world”: The intersection of social change and male college athletes’ 





Fuller, R., Harrison, C. K., Johnson, D., Lawrence, S. M., Eyanson, J., & Mcardle, D. (2018). 
The leadership perspectives of female intercollegiate athletes. Journal of Leadership 
Studies, 12(3), 33-39. https://doi.org/10.1002/jls.21591 
Gini, G., Pozzoli, T., & Bussey, K. (2015). The role of individual and collective moral 
disengagement in peer aggression and bystanding: A multilevel analysis. Journal of 
Abnormal Child Psychology, 43, 441-452. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-014-9920-7 
Government of Canada. (2021, July 13). Coronavirus disease (COVID-19): Canada’s response. 
https://www.canada.ca/en/public-health/services/diseases/2019-novel-coronavirus-
infection/canadas-reponse.html 




Grech, V., & Calleja, N. (2018). WASP (write a scientific paper): Parametric vs. non-parametric 
tests. Early Human Development, 123, 48-49. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.earlhumdev.2018.04.014 
Gütl, C. Rizzardini, R. H., Chang, V., & Morales, M. (2014) Attrition in MOOC: Lessons 
learned from drop-out students. In L. Uden, J. Sinclair, Y. H. Tao, & D. Liberona (Eds.), 
Learning technology for education in cloud. MOOC and big data. LTEC 2014. 




Hastings, P.D., Utendale, W. T., & Sullivan, C. (2007). The socialization of prosocial
 development. In J. Grusec & P. Hastings (Eds.), Handbook of socialization (pp. 638-
 664). The Guilford Press. 
Henderson, L., Thompson, K., Hudson, A., Dobson, K., Chen, S., & Stewart, S. (2018). An 
analysis of campus culture, mental health, and drinking at three Canadian universities.  
Canadian Journal of Community Mental Health 37(3), 97-113. 
https://doi.org/10.7870/cjcmh-2018-013 
Hines, D. A., & Reed, K. M. P. (2017). Bystander prevention of sexual and dating violence: An 
experiment evaluation of online and in-person bystander intervention programs. Partner 
Abuse, 8(4), 331-346. https://doi.org/10.1891/1946-6560.8.4.331 
Hipp, T. N., Bellis, A. L., Goodnight, B. L., Brennan, C. L., Swartout, K. M., & Cook, S. L. 
(2017). Justifying sexual assault: Anonymous perpetrators speak out online. Psychology 
of Violence, 7(1), 82-90. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039998 
Hoxmeier, J. C., Flay, B. R., & Acock, A. C. (2016). Control, norms, and attitudes: Differences
 between students who do and do not intervene as bystanders to sexual assault. Journal of
 Interpersonal Violence, 33(15), 2379-2401. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515625503 
Humphreys, T. P., & Brousseau, M. M. (2010). The sexual consent scale-revised: Development, 
reliability, and preliminary validity. Journal of Sex Research, 47(5), 420-428. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224490903151358 
Jaffe, A. E., Kumar, S. A., Ramirez, J. J., & DiLillo, D. (2021). Is the COVID-19 pandemic a 
high-risk period for college student alcohol use? A comparison of three spring semesters. 




Jolly, J. C. (2008). Raising the question #9 is the student-athlete population unique? And why 
should we care? Communication Education, 57(1), 145-151. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/03634520701613676  
Jose, P. E. (2013). Doing statistical mediation and moderation. The Guilford Press.  
Jozkowski, K. N., & Wiersma, J. D. (2015). Does drinking alcohol prior to sexual activity 
influence college students’ consent? International Journal of Sexual Health, 27(2), 156-
174. https://doi.org/10.1080/19317611.2014951505 
Kaiser, H. F. (1974). An index of factorial simplicity. Psychometrika, 39(1), 31- 36. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02291575 
Katz, J., & Moore, J. (2013). Bystander education training for campus sexual assault prevention: 
An initial meta-analysis. Violence and Victims, 28(6), 1054-1067. 
https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.W-D-1200113 
Kavussanu, M., Boardley, I. D., Sagar, S. S., & Ring, C. (2013). Bracketed morality revisited: 
How do athletes behave in two contexts? Journal of Sport and Exercise Psychology, 35, 
449-463. https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.35.5.449 
Kilpatrick, S. (2014, June 25). University of Ottawa fires men’s hockey coach cancels next 
season after investigation into alleged sexual assault. National Post. 
https://nationalpost.com/news/canada/university-of-ottawa-fires-mens-hockey-coach-
cancelsnext-season-after-investigation-into-alleged-sexual-assault 
Kleinsasser, A., Jouriles, E. N., McDonald, R., & Rosenfield, D. (2015). An online bystander 
intervention program for the prevention of sexual violence. Psychology of Violence, 5(3), 
227-235. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037393  
 
 111 
Lindgren, K. P., Schact, R. L., Pantalone, D. W., Blayney, J. A., George, W. H. (2009). Sexual 
communication, sexual goals, and students’ transition to college: Implications for sexual 
assault, decision-making, and risky behaviors. Journal of College Student Development, 
50, 491-503. https://doi.org/101353/csd.0.0095 
Lorenz, K., & Ullman, S. E. (2016). Alcohol and sexual assault victimization: Research findings 
and future directions. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 31, 82-94. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2016.08.001 
McLaughlin, A. (2018, November 20). Police investigate after receiving videos of another 
alleged assault from St. Michael’s college school. CBC News. 
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/toronto/st-michaels-video-investigation-1.4912949 
McLaren, L. (2017, October 18). Me too: It’s not just Hollywood, it’s Canada. Maclean’s. 
https://www.macleans.ca/opinion/me-too-its-not-just-hollywood-its-canada/ 
McMahon, S., Allen, C. T., Postmus, J. L., McMahon, S. M., Peterson, A., & Hoffman, M. 
(2014). Measuring bystander attitudes and behavior to prevent sexual violence. Journal 
of American College Health, 62(1), 58-66. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/07448481.2013.849258 
McMahon, S., Banyard, V. L., & McMahon, S. M. (2015). Incoming college students’ bystander 
behaviors to prevent sexual violence. Journal of College Student Development, 56(5), 
488-493. https://doi.org/10.1353/csd.2015.0050 
McMahon, S., & Farmer, G. L. (2009). The bystander approach: Strengths-based sexual assault 
prevention with at-risk groups. Journal of Human Behavior in the Social Environment, 
19(8), 1042-1065. https://doi.org/10.1080/10911350902990304 
 
 112 
McMahon, S., Palmer, J. E., Banyard, V., Murphy, M., & Gidycz, C. A. (2017). Measuring 
bystander behavior in the context of sexual violence prevention: Lessons learned and new 
directions. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 32(16), 2396-2418. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260515591979 
McMahon, S., Peterson, N. A., Winter, S. C., Palmer, J. E., Postmus, J. L., & Koenick, R. A. 
(2015). Predicting bystander behaviour to prevent sexual assault on college campuses: 
The role of self-efficacy and intent. American Journal of Community Psychology, 56, 46-
56. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-015-9740-0 
McMahon, S., Postmus, J. L., & Koenick, R. A. (2011). Conceptualizing the engaging bystander 
approach to sexual violence prevention on college campuses. Journal of College Student 
Development, 52(1), 115-130. https://doi.org/10.1353/csd.2011.0002 
McCuen, R. H., Leahy, R. B., & Jonson, P. A. (1990). Problems with logarithmic 
transformations in regression. Journal of Hydraulic Engineering, 116(3), 414-428. 
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9429(1990)116:3(414) 
Miller, E., Tancredi, D. J., McCauley, H. L., Decker, M. R., Virata, M. C. D., Anderson, H. A., 
Stetkevich, N., Brown, E. W., Moideen, F., & Silverman, J. (2012). “Coaching boys into 
men”: A cluster-randomized controlled trial of a dating violence prevention program. 







Morean, M. E., Darling, N., Smit, J., DeFeis, J., Wergeles, M., Kurzer-Yashin, D., & Custer, K. 
(2018). Preventing and responding to sexual misconduct: Preliminary efficacy of a peer-
led bystander training program for preventing sexual misconduct and reducing heavy 
drinking among collegiate athletes. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 36(7-8), 3453-
3479. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260518777555 
Moynihan, M. M., Banyard, V. L., Arnold, J. S., Eckstein, R. P., & Stapleton, J. G. (2010). 
Engaging intercollegiate athletes in preventing and intervening in sexual and intimate 
partner violence. Journal of American College Health, 59(3), 197-204. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/07448481.2010.02195 
Moynihan, M. M., Banyard, V. L., Arnold, J.S., Eckstein, R. P., & Stapleton, J. G. (2011). 
Sisterhood may be powerful for reducing sexual and intimate partner violence: An 
evaluation of the bringing in the bystander in-person program with sorority members. 
Violence Against Women, 17(6), 703-719. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801211409726 
Murnen, S. K., & Kohlman, M. H. (2007). Athletic participation, fraternity membership, and 
sexual aggression among college men: A meta-analytic review. Sex Roles, 57, 145-157. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-007-9225-1 
National Institute of Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism. (2003). Recommended alcohol questions. 
https://www.niaaa.nih.gov/research/guidelines-and-resources/recommended-alcohol-
questions  
Navarro, J. C., & Tewksbury, R. (2019). National comparisons of rape myth acceptance 
predictors between nonathletes and athletes from multi-institutional settings. Sexual 
Abuse, 31(5), 543-559. https://doi.org/10.1177/1079063217732790 
 
 114 
Newlands, R., & O’Donahue, W. (2016). A critical review of sexual violence prevention on 
campus. Acta Psychopathologica, 2(2), 1-13. https://doi.org/10.4172/2469-6676.100040 
Nicksa, S. C. (2014). Bystander’s willingness to report theft, physical assault, and sexual assault: 
The impact of gender, anonymity, and relationship with the offender. Journal of 
Interpersonal Violence, 29(2), 217-236. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260513505146 
Noonan, R. K., Emshoff, J. C., Mooss, A., Armstrong, M., Weinberg, J., & Ball, B. (2009). 
Adoption, adaptation, and fidelity of implementation of sexual violence prevention 
programs. Health Promotion Practice, 10(1), 59-70. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1524839908329374 
Orchowski, L. M. (2019). “Trouble in paradigm” and the social normal approach to violence 
prevention. Violence Against Women, 25(14), 1672-1681. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077801219872561 
Osborne, J. (2002). Notes on the use of data transformations. Practical Assessment, Research, 
and Evaluation, 8(6), 1-7. https://doi.org/10.7275/4vng-5608  
Osman, S. L. (2014). Participant sexual victimization by an acquaintance and gender predicting 
empathy with an acquaintance or strange rape victim. Journal of Social & Clinical 
Psychology, 33(8), 732-742. https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.2014.33.8.732 
Paciello, M., Fida, R., Cerniglia, L., Tramaontano, C., & Cole, E. (2013). High cost helping 
scenario: The role of empathy, prosocial reasoning and moral disengagement on helping 




Page, T. E., Pina, A., & Giner-Sorolla, R. (2016). “It was only harmless banter!” The 
development and preliminary validation of the moral disengagement in sexual harassment 
scale. Aggressive Behavior, 42(3), 254-273. https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21621 
Payne, D. L., Lonsway, K. A., & Fitzgerald, L. F. (1999). Rape myth acceptance: Exploration of 
its structure and its measurement using the Illinois rape myth acceptance scale. Journal of 
Research in Personality, 33, 27-68. https://doi.org/10.1006/jrpe.1998.2238 
Pett, M. A. (2016). Nonparametric statistics for health care research: Statistics for small 
samples and unusual distributions (2nd ed.). SAGE Publications, Inc. 
Piccigallo, J. R., Lilley, T. G., & Miller, S. L. (2012). “It’s cool to care about sexual violence”: 
Men’s experiences with sexual assault prevention. Men and Masculinities, 15(5), 507-
525. https://doi.org/10.1177/1097184X12458590 
Pugh, B., Ningard, H., Vander Ven, T., & Butler, L. (2016). Victim ambiguity: Bystander 
intervention and sexual assault in the college drinking scene. Deviant Behavior, 37(4), 
401-418. https://doi.org/10.1080/01639625.2015.1026777 
Regina Leader-Post. (2021, March 17). Timeline: COVID-19 in Saskatchewan. 
https://leaderpost.com/news/saskatchewan/timeline-covid-19-in-saskatchewan 
Reparaz, C. Aznárez-Sanado, M., & Mendoza, G. (2020). Self-regulation of learning and MOOC 
retention. Computers in Human Behavior, 111, 106423. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2020.106423 
Rich, M. D., Utley, E. A., Janke, K., & Moldoveanu, M. (2010). “I’d rather be doing something 




Rothman, E., & Silverman, J. (2007). The effect of a college sexual assault prevention program 
on first-year students’ victimization rates. Journal of American College Health, 55(5), 
283-290. https://doi.org/10.3200/JACH.55.5.283-290 
Sainani, K. L. (2012). Dealing with non-normal data. The Academy of Physical Medicine and 
Rehabilitation, 4, 1001-1005. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pmrj.2012.10.013 1 
Salazar, L. F., Vivolo-Kantor, A., & Schipani-McLaughlin, A. M. (2019). Theoretical mediators 
of RealConsent: A web-based sexual violence prevention and bystander education 
program. Health, Education & Behavior, 46(1), 79-88. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1090198118779126 
Sanday, P. R. (1981). The socio-cultural context of rape: A Cross-cultural study. Journal of 
Social Issues, 37(4), 5-27. http://web.b.ebscohost.com.cyber.usask.ca   
Sawyer, R. G., Thompson, E. E., & Chicorelli, A. M. (2002). Rape myth acceptance among 
intercollegiate student athletes: A preliminary examination. American Journal of Health 
Studies, 18(1), 19-25. https://indexarticles.com/health-fitness/american-journal-of-health-
studies/rape-myth-acceptance-among-intercollegiate-student-athletes-a-preliminary-
examination/ 
Scarpati, A. S., & Pina, A. (2017). Cultural and moral dimensions of sexual aggression: The role 
of moral disengagement in men’s likelihood to sexually aggress. Aggression and Violent 
Behavior, 24(2), 157-180. https://doi.org/10.1080/13552600.2018.1440089 
Senn, C. Y., & Forrest, A. (2016). “And then one night when I went to class…”: The impact of
 sexual assault bystander intervention workshops incorporated in academic courses.
 Psychology of Violence, 6, 607-618. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039660 
 
 117 
Sexual Assault Services of Saskatchewan. (2017). What is consent? http://sassk.ca/about-sexual-
assault-test/consent 
Shavers, T. Bagurst, T., & Finkelstein, M. (2015). The influence of social status and power on 
the sexual behavior of male collegiate football athletes. Journal for the Study of Sports 
and Athletes in Education, 9(2), 86-101. 
https://doi.org/10.1179/1935739715Z:00000000037 
Son, C., Hedge, S., Smith, A., Wang, X., & Sasangohar, F. (2020). Effects of COVID-19 on 
college students’ mental health in the United States: Interview survey study. Journal of 
Medical Internet Research, 22(9), e21279. https://doi.org/10.2196/21279 
Sonderlund, A. L., O’Brien, K., Kremer, P., Rowland, B., De Groot, F., Staiger, P., Zinkiewicz, 
& Miller, P. G. (2014). The association between sports participation, alcohol use and 
aggression and violence: A systematic review. Journal of Science and Medicine in Sport, 
17, 2-7. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsams.2013.03.011 
Statistics Canada. (2017). Self-reported sexual assault in Canada, 2014. (Catalogue number 
85002-X). www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/85-002-x/2017001/article/14842-eng.pdf 
Statistics Canada. (2018). Police-reported sexual assaults in Canada before and after #metoo, 
2016 and 2017. (Catalogue number 85-002-X). https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/pub/85-
002-x/2018001/article/54979-eng.htm 
Stout, K. D. (1991). A continuum of male controls and violence against women: A teaching 




Sunar, A. S., White, S., Abdullah, N. A., & Davis, H. C. (2017). How learner’s interactions 
sustain engagement: A MOOC case study. IEEE Transaction on Learning Technologies, 
10(4), 475-487. https://doi.org/10.1109/TLT.2016.2633268 
Testa, M., & Livingston, J. A. (1999). Qualitative analysis of women’s experiences of sexual 
aggression: Focus on the role of alcohol. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 23, 573-589. 
https://journals-sagepub-com.cyber.usask.ca/doi/pdf/10.1111/j.1471-
6402.1999.tb00382.x 
Thiessen, B. & Buchanan, C. (under review). Preventing sexual assaults on university campuses: 
Does education on consent predict prosocial bystander attitudes? Manuscript submitted 
for publication. 
Thornberg, R., & Jungert, T. (2013). Bystander behavior in bullying situations: Basic moral 
sensitivity, moral disengagement and defender self-efficacy. Journal of Adolescence, 
36(3), 475-483. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2013.02.003 
Traclet, A., Romand, P., Moret, O., & Kavussanu, M. (2011). Antisocial behavior in soccer: A 
qualitative study of moral disengagement. International Journal of Sport and Exercise 
Psychology, 9(2), 143-155. https://doi.org/10.1080/1612197X.2011.567105 
Ward, R. M., Matthews, M. R., Weiner, J., Hogan, K. M., & Popson, H. C. (2012). Alcohol and 
sexual consent scale: Development and validation. American Journal of Health Behavior, 
36(6), 746-756. https://doi.org/10.5993/AJHB.36.6.3 
Warren, P., Swan, S., & Allen, C. T. (2015). Comprehension of sexual consent as a key factor in
 the perpetration of sexual aggression among college men. Journal of Aggression,
 Maltreatment & Trauma, 24, 897-913. https://doi.org/10.1080/10926771.2015.1070232 
 
 119 
Wikstrom, P. H. (2005). The social origins of pathways in crime: Towards a developmental 
ecological action theory of crime involvement and its changes. In D. P. Farrington (Ed.) 
Integrated developmental & life-course theories of offending (pp. 211-245). Routledge. 
Worthington, R. L., & Whittaker, T. A. (2006). Scale development research: A content analysis 
and recommendations for best practices. The Counseling Psychologist, 34(6), 806-838. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011000006288127 
Young, B., Desmarais, S. L., Baldwin, J. A., & Chandler R. (2017). Sexual coercion practices 
among undergraduate male recreational athletes, intercollegiate athletes, and non-
athletes. Violence Against Women, 23(7), 795-812. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077901216651339 
Zapp, D., Buelow, R., Soutiea, L., Bekowitz, A., & Dejong, W. (2018). Exploring the potential 
campus-level impact of online universal sexual assault prevention education. Journal of 















There are no incorrect answers. Take your time in reading the instructions and statements on each page. 
Remember you are free to leave any questions unanswered.  
 
Are you a University Athlete? 
o Yes 
o No 
If participants answer “No” they will be taken to the debriefing form 
Select your response to the following statements. 
Select each of the following:  
Last letter of your first name: (choose from dropdown menu including letters A-Z) 
 
 




Day of birth: (choose from dropdown menu including 1-31) 
 
 









What is your gender? (Select all that apply.):  
  Bigender 
  Cisgender man 








  Transgender man 
  Transgender woman 
  Two-Spirit 
  Woman 
  Prefer not to disclose 
  Specify if you want to: 
 
 
What is your age in years?:  
(Type in the textbox your age.) 
 
 
What is your year of study?: 
o 1st year undergraduate student 
o 2nd year undergraduate student 
o 3rd year undergraduate student 
o 4th year undergraduate student 
o 5th + year undergraduate student 
o Graduate student 
Do you have a long-lasting or chronic condition (physical, visual, auditory, cognitive or 
mental, emotional, or other) that substantially limits one or more of your major life 
activities (your ability to see, hear, or speak; to learn, remember, or concentrate)? 
o Yes  
o No 
o Prefer not to answer 
Branching question if participant answers “Yes”: 
o Please specify: 
              
o Prefer not to answer 





What is your ethnicity?: 
(Select all that apply) 
  Asian  
  African 
  Caribbean  
  First Nations, Inuit, Métis 
  Latino/Hispanic  
  White 
  European 
  Specify if you want to: 
 
 
What is your sexual orientation (select all that apply): 








  Sexually fluid  
  Questioning 
  Demisexual 
  Prefer not to answer 
  Specify if you want to: 
 
 
By my own definition, I am: 
o Very liberal 
o Liberal 
o Somewhat liberal 
o Somewhat conservative 
o Conservative 
o Very conservative 
 
By my own definition, I am: 
o Very religious/spiritual 
o Quite religious/spiritual 
o Somewhat religious/spiritual 
o Not at all religious/spiritual 
 
 
How do you describe your religion, spiritual practice, or existential worldview? (Please specify in 




Where have you lived for the majority of your life?: 
o Suburban community 
o City/urban community 
o First Nations community 
o Rural community 
o Other 
 
Were you born in Canada? 
o Yes 
o No 
If participant answers “No”: 
What year did you arrive in Canada? 
(Type in the textbox below what year you arrived in Canada.) 
 
If participant answers “Yes” they will be taken to the next set of questions: 
 
Have you taken any sexual violence prevention training before (besides the training you 




If participant answers “Yes” they will be taken to this question: 
Please describe what type of training you have taken: 
(Type in the textbox below what type of training you have taken.) 
 
 
If participant answers “no” they will be taken to this question: 
During the past 3 months, how often did you usually have any kind of drink containing 
alcohol? (by a drink we mean a 12 ounce can, bottle or glass of beer, a 5-ounce glass of wine, or 
one shot of liquor). 
o Never 
o Less than once a month  
o 2-3 times a month 
o Once a week  
o Twice a week 
o 3-4 times a week  
o 5-6 times a week 





Over the past 3 months, on how many days did you have four or more drinks containing 
alcohol? 
o Never  
o less than once a month  
o 2-3 times a month 
o Once a week  
o Twice a week 
o 3-4 times a week  
o 5-6 times a week 
















Subscale 1: Campus Beliefs and Myths 
1. A person who is drinking 
heavily can still give legal 
consent to sexual activity. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2. A person who is sexually 
assaulted after drinking 
alcohol should only blame 
themselves. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3. Consensual drunk sex is a 
normal and harmless part of 
college life.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4. When a person is drinking 
alcohol, they are implying 
interest in engaging in 
sexual activity. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
5. If both partners are drunk 
and have sex, there is no 
way one of the partners can 
be accused of sexual assault 
or rape.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6. As a general rule, alcohol 
makes sexual situations 
easier and more enjoyable. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Subscale 2: Sexual Assault Programming Messages 
7. Alcohol is the most 
common date rape drug (or 
substance). 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8. The more alcohol a person 
has consumed, the less able 
they are to consent to sexual 
activity.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
9. If a person who has been 
drinking becomes sleepy or 
unconscious, they cannot 
give consent to any sexual 
activity. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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10. When alcohol is involved in 
a sexual situation, 
communication signals are 
easily misinterpreted. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. Alcohol use makes a person 
more vulnerable to sexual 
assault.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 






















2. The percentage of false rape reports is about 







3. Women between the ages of 15 and 24 are most 







4. Women of all races and socioeconomic levels 







5. Victims of attempted rape are generally much 








6. Anger is the most common initial reaction to 







7. Most victims have recovered from their initial 







8. The existence of prior stress and psychological 
problems can interfere with the ability of a rape 







9. The severity of an assault is probably the most 
important factor in predicting how traumatized a 







10. Most rapes are planned in advance rather than 







11. If a rape victim blames themself for the assault, 








12. It is not rare for a rape victim to have 
experienced more than one sexual assault during 







13. Most victims report rapes to the police and want 







14. There is little consensus as to whether it is better 
to submit to a rape attempt or to try and resist 







15. It is not uncommon for a victim to delay in 







16. Because of the trauma of the rape experience, 
victims seek stability and tend not to make any 










17. When victims delay in reporting a rape, there is 
























SA 1. If a woman is raped while she is 
drunk, she is at least somewhat 
responsible for letting things get out of 
control.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
WI 2. Although most women wouldn’t 
admit it, they generally find being 
physically forced into sex a real “turn-
on.” 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
TE 3. If a woman is willing to “make 
out” with a guy, then it’s no big deal if he 
goes a little further and has sex. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
WI 4. Many women secretly desire to be 
raped.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
FI 5. Most rapists are not caught by the 
police. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NR 6. If a woman doesn’t physically 
fight back, you can’t really say that it was 
rape.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
DE 7. Men from nice middle-class homes 
almost never rape.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
LI 8. Rape accusations are often used as a 
way of getting back at men.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
FI 9. All women should have access to 
self-defence classes.  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
DE 10. It is usually only women who 
dress suggestively that are raped.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
NR 11. If the rapist doesn’t have a 
weapon, you really can’t call it rape.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
DE 12. Rape is unlikely to happen in the 
woman’s own familiar neighborhood.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
TE 13. Women tend to exaggerate how 
much rape affects them.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
LI 14. A lot of women lead a man on and 
then they cry rape.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
FI 15. It is preferable that a female police 
officer conduct the questioning when a 
woman reports a rape.  
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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SA 16. A woman who “teases” men 
deserves anything that might happen. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
SA 18. When women are raped, it’s often 
because the way they said “no” was 
ambiguous. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
MT 19. Men don’t usually intend to force 
sex on a woman, but sometimes they get 
too sexually carried away.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
SA 20. A woman who dresses in skimpy 
clothes should not be surprised if a man 
tries to force her to have sex. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
MT 21. Rape happens when a man’s sex 
drive gets out of control.  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
SA: She asked for it. NR: It wasn’t really rape. MT: He didn’t mean to. WI: She wanted it. LI: 














Subscale 1: Moral Justification 
1. It is alright to fight to 
protect your friends. 1 2 3 4 5 
2. It’s ok to steal to take care 
of your family’s needs.  1 2 3 4 5 
3. It’s ok to attack someone 
who threatens your family’s 
honour. 
1 2 3 4 5 
Subscale 2: Euphemistic Labelling  
4. Sharing test questions is just 
a way of helping your 
friends. 
1 2 3 4 5 
5. Talking about people behind 
their backs is just part of the 
game. 
1 2 3 4 5 
6. Looking at a friend’s 
homework without 
permission is just 
“borrowing it.” 
1 2 3 4 5 
Subscale 3: Advantageous Comparison 
7. Damaging some property is 
no big deal when you 
consider that others are 
beating up people.  
1 2 3 4 5 
8. Stealing some money is not 
too serious compared to 
those who steal a lot of 
money.  
1 2 3 4 5 
9. Compared to other illegal 
things people do, taking 
something from a store 
without paying for them is 
not very serious.  
1 2 3 4 5 
Subscale 4: Displacement of Responsibility 
10. If people are living under 
bad conditions, they cannot 
be blamed for behaving 
aggressively.  
1 2 3 4 5 
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11. If someone is pressured into 
doing something, they 
shouldn’t be blamed for it.  
1 2 3 4 5 
12. People cannot be blamed for 
misbehaving if their friends 
pressured them to do it.  
1 2 3 4 5 
Subscale 5: Diffusion of Responsibility 
13. A member of a group or 
team should not be blamed 
for the trouble the team 
caused.  
1 2 3 4 5 
14. If a group decides together 
to do something harmful, it 
is unfair to blame any one 
member of the group for it.  
1 2 3 4 5 
15. You can’t blame a person 
who plays only a small part 
in the harm caused by a 
group.  
1 2 3 4 5 
Subscale 6: Distortion of Consequences  
16. People don’t mind being 
teased because it shows 
interest in them.  
1 2 3 4 5 
17. Teasing someone does not 
really hurt them. 1 2 3 4 5 
18. Insults don’t really hurt 
anyone.  1 2 3 4 5 
Subscale 7: Attribution of Blame 
19. If someone leaves 
something lying around, it’s 
their own fault if it gets 
stolen.  
1 2 3 4 5 
20. People who are mistreated 
have usually done things to 
deserve it.  
1 2 3 4 5 
21. People are not at fault for 
misbehaving at work if their 
managers mistreat them.  
1 2 3 4 5 
Subscale 8: Dehumanization 
22. Some people deserve to be 
treated like animals. 1 2 3 4 5 
23. It is ok to treat badly 
someone who behaved like 
an animal.  
1 2 3 4 5 
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24. Someone who is obnoxious 
does not deserve to be 
treated like a human being.  














Subscale 1: (Lack of) Perceived behavioral control 
I would have difficulty asking for 









I am worried that my partner 
might think I’m weird or strange 
if I asked for sexual consent 








I would have difficulty asking for 
consent because it doesn’t really 









I would worry that if other people 
knew I asked for sexual consent 
before starting sexual activity, 









I think that verbally asking for 








I have not asked for sexual 
consent (or given my consent) at 
times because I felt that it might 









I believe that verbally asking for 
sexual consent reduces the 








I would have a hard time 
verbalizing my consent in a 









I feel confident that I could ask 









I would not want to ask a partner 










remind me that I’m sexually 
active. 
I feel confident that I could ask 









Subscale 2: Positive attitude toward establishing consent. 
I feel that sexual consent should 
always be obtained before the 








I believe that asking for sexual 
consent is in my best interest 
because it reduces any 









I think it is equally important to 
obtain sexual consent in all 
relationships regardless of 









I feel that verbally asking for 
sexual consent should occur 









When initiating sexual activity, I 
believe that one should always 









I believe that it is just as 
necessary to obtain consent for 









Most people that I care about feel 
that asking for sexual consent is 








I think that consent should be 
asked before any kind of sexual 









I feel it is the responsibility of 
both partners to make sure sexual 
consent is established before 








Before making sexual advances, I 
think that one should assume “no” 











Not asking for sexual consent 








Subscale 3: Indirect behavioural approach to consent.  
Typically, I communicate sexual 
consent to my partner using 









It is easy to accurately read my 
current (or most recent) partner’s 
nonverbal signals as indicating 









Typically, I ask for consent by 
making a sexual advance and 
waiting for a reaction, so I know 








I don’t have to ask or give my 
partner sexual consent because 









I don’t have to ask or give my 
partner sexual consent because I 
have a lot of trust in my partner to 








I always verbally ask for consent 









Subscale 4: Sexual consent norms 
I think that obtaining sexual 
consent is more necessary in a 









I think that obtaining sexual 
consent is more necessary in a 









I believe that the need for asking 
for sexual consent decreases as 









I believe it is enough to ask for 











I believe that sexual intercourse is 
the only sexual activity that 








I believe that partners are less 
likely to ask for sexual consent 









If consent for sexual intercourse is 
established, petting and fondling 








Subscale 5: Awareness and discussion 
I have discussed sexual consent 








I have heard sexual consent issues 









I have discussed sexual consent 
issues with my current (or most 
recent) partner at times other than 








I have not given much thought to 














Bystander Attitudes (McMahon et al., 2014) 
Please indicate how likely you are to engage in the following behaviours:  
 
Item  Unlikely 




1. Use the words “ho,” “bitch,” 
or “slut” to describe girls 
when I was with my friends.  
1 2 3 4 5 
2. Confront a friend who plans 
to give someone alcohol to 
get sex.  
1 2 3 4 5 
3. Confront a friend if I hear 
rumours that they had forced 
someone to have sex.  
1 2 3 4 5 
4. Check in with a friend who 
looks drunk when they go to 
a room with someone else at 
a party.  
1 2 3 4 5 
5. Say something to a friend 
who is taking a drunk person 
back to their room at a party.  
1 2 3 4 5 
6. Confront a friend who is 
hooking up with someone 
who was passed out.  
1 2 3 4 5 
7. Express concern if a friend 
makes a sexist joke.  1 2 3 4 5 
8. Challenge a friend who says 
that rape victims are usually 
to blame for being raped.  
1 2 3 4 5 
9. Call for help (i.e., call 911) if 
I saw a group of people 
bothering another person in 
the parking lot.  
1 2 3 4 5 
10. Call for help if I saw 
someone that I do not know 
go to a dorm room with a 
group of people and hear that 
person yelling for help. 
1 2 3 4 5 
11. Tell an RA or other campus 
authority about information I 
might have about a rape case 
even if pressured by my 
peers to stay silent.  
1 2 3 4 5 
12. Go with a female friend to 
the police department if she 
says she was raped. 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
 140 
13. Go with a male friend to the 
police department if he says 
he was raped.  
1 2 3 4 5 
14. Visit a website to learn more 
about sexual violence. 1 2 3 4 5 
15. Join an organization that 
works to stop rape and abuse. 1 2 3 4 5 
16. Participate in a rally on 
campus to stop rape and 
abuse.  
1 2 3 4 5 
17. Take a class to learn more 
about sexual violence and 
abuse.  







Bystander Opportunities and Behaviours (McMahon et al., 2014) 
 
Branching questions if participant responds with any answer besides “I have never…” they 
will be asked how many times they engaged in the behaviour. 
If participant answers “I have never…” they will be taken to the next question.  
 
For the next set of questions, please indicate how many times in the past two years/in the past 




1. How many times have you had the opportunity to confront a friend who plans to give 
someone alcohol to get sex? 
o I have never had a friend tell me that they were planning to give someone alcohol 
to get sex.  
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 
o 10 or more  
 
How many times did you intervene? 
o 0 times 
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 
o 10 or more 
 
2. How many times have you had the opportunity to confront a friend when you heard 
rumours that they had forced someone to have sex? 
o I have never heard a rumour that a friend had forced someone to have sex. 
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 










How many times did you intervene? 
o 0 times 
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 
o 10 or more 
 
3. How many times have you had the opportunity to check in with a friend who looks drunk 
when they go to a room with someone else at a party? 
o I have never seen a friend who looks drunk go to a room with someone else at a 
party. 
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 
o 10 or more 
 
How many times did you intervene? 
o 0 times 
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 
o 10 or more 
 
4. How many times have you had the opportunity to say something to a friend who is taking 
a drunk person back to their room at a party? 
o I have never seen a friend take a drunk person back to their room at a party.  
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 
o 10 or more 
 
How many times did you intervene? 
o 0 times 
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 











5. How many times have you had the opportunity to confront a friend who is hooking up 
with someone who was passed out? 
o I have never seen a friend hooking up with someone who was passed out.  
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 
o 10 or more 
How many times did you intervene? 
o 0 times 
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 
o 10 or more 
 
6. How many times have you had the opportunity to express concern if a friend makes a 
sexist joke? 
o I have never heard a friend make a sexist joke.  
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 
o 10 or more 
 
How many times did you intervene? 
o 0 times 
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 






7. How many times have you had the opportunity to challenge a friend who said that rape 
victims are usually to blame for being raped? 
o I have never heard a friend give the impression that rape victims are usually to 
blame for being raped.  
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 
o 10 or more 
 
How many times did you intervene? 
o 0 times 
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 
o 10 or more 
 
8. How many times have you had the opportunity to intervene when seeing a group of people 
bothering (e.g., catcalling, whistling at, etc.) another person in the parking lot? 
o I have never seen a group of people bothering (e.g., catcalling, whistling at, etc.) 
another person in the parking lot.  
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 
o 10 or more 
 
How many times did you intervene? 
o 0 times 
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 










9. How many times have you had the opportunity to call for help when seeing a stranger go 
to a dorm room with a group of people and hear that person yelling for help? 
o I have never seen someone that I didn’t know go to their dorm room with a group 
of people and hear them yelling for help. 
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 
o 10 or more 
 
 How many times did you intervene? 
o 0 times 
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 
o 10 or more 
 
 
10.  How many times have you had the opportunity to tell an RA or other campus authority 
about information you might have about a rape case even if pressured by your peers to 
stay silent? 
o I have never had information about a rape case that I could share with an RA or 
other campus authority. 
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 
o 10 or more 
 
 How many times did you intervene? 
o 0 times 
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 













11. How many times have you had the opportunity to go with a friend to the police 
department if they say they were raped? 
o I have never been asked by a friend to accompany them to the police department. 
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 
o 10 or more 
 
 How many times have you gone? 
o 0 times 
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 
o 10 or more 
 
12. How many times have you had the opportunity to visit a website to learn more about 
sexual violence? 
o I have never heard of a website that I could visit to learn more about sexual 
violence. 
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 
o 10 or more 
 
How many times have you visited? 
o 0 times 
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 











13. How many times have you had the opportunity to join an organization that works to stop 
rape and abuse? 
o I have never heard of an organization that works to stop rape and abuse that I 
could join. 
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 
o 10 or more 
How many times did you join an organization? 
o 0 times 
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 
o 10 or more 
 
14. How many times have you had the opportunity to participate in a rally on campus to stop 
rape and abuse? 
o I have never heard of a rally happening on campus to stop rape and abuse. 
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 
o 10 or more 
 
How many times have you participated? 
o 0 times 
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 
o 10 or more 
 
15. How many times have you had the opportunity to take a workshop to learn more about 
sexual violence?  
I have never heard of a workshop that I could take where I could learn more about 
sexual violence. 
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 





How many times have you taken a class? 
o 0 times 
o 1 time 
o 2 times 
o 3-5 times 
o 6-9 times 
o 10 or more 
 
